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FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


FAl 

FA2 

FA3 

FA4 

FAS 

FA6 

FA7 

FA8 

FA9 

FAIO 

FAll 

FA12 

FA13 

FA14 

FA15 

FA16 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Casper,  Wyoming FA-1 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Billings,  Montana  FA-2 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  FA-4 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon FA-8 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service,  Centers  for  Disease  Control, 

Atlanta,  Georgia 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Walla  Walla,  Washington FA-10 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Boise,  Idaho  FA-12 

Commerce  Department,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration FA- 13 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oregon  FA- 15 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Sacramento,  California FA-57 

Advisory  Council  On  Historic  Preservation,  Washington,  D.C FA-59 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Worland,  Wyoming FA-61 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Denver,  Colorado FA-73 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  San  Francisco,  California FA-74 

Department  of  the  Army,  Portland  District  Corps  of  Engineers,  Portland,  Oregon  FA-77 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration,  National  Marine 

Fisheries  Service,  Terminal  Island,  California FA-78 


lap^r,  Mjroaldf  03(01 


(U.S.  Department  of  Atrkullure,  SoU  Conservation  Service,  Casper,  Wyoming 


>.  Lola  Caahall,  Sacratary 
tdaral  energy  Regulatory  Co« 
!S  North  Capitol  Street,  H.l 
lehlngton,  DC  30426 


\ - PCT/PCtB  6 AltaiM 
iaa  Pipeline  Project) 
>.  CPa9-460-001 
>.  CP~90-137S-000 


'ironnental  Itnpac 
I Pipeline  Projee 


FAl-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment  letter. 


cc:  Mr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin  (PGT/PGSE  Expansion  Project) 
Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.  (AUamont  Project)  '’ 


RECEIVED  BY 

FE0U7  l>'.i 

FHVlWIItRUl  CnmiUKt  tfO  flOHCT 
MUiraSMMOF 


FA-1 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
BUREAU  OP  RECLAMATION 
Great  Pleine  Rafioo 


flm  : ^ si 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell 

Sccreiaiy,  Federal  Energy  Regulaiory  Commission 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington  DC  20426 


fleCElVEO  BY 

m 2 1 

tOWiuW  “t 

■ ■■AIVCit  UllAt 


Subject:  Comments  on  the  PGT/PG&E  and  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  Docket  No.  CP90-!37S*000 
(EIS) 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


FA2-I 


We  have  reviewed  your  draft  EIS  and  submit  the  following  comments: 


1.  We  suggest  that  the  language  on  Table  1-4,  Page  1*18,  be  amended  as  follows: 

a.  Agency:  US.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

b.  Permil/Authority:  Review  authority  in  consultation  with  BLM  and  applicant. 

c.  Agency  Action:  Review  construction,  land  use,  and  rehabilitation  plans. 
Provide  mitigating  measures  and  stipulations  to  BLM  to  be  included  in  the  permit. 
Conduct  onsite  inspection  prior  to  construction. 


FA2-2|  2.  On  page  6-37,  we  would  like  to  see  the  section  titled  TERC  Staff 

I Recommended  Miligation  Measures  for  the  AJUmoot  Project'  changed  to  TERC  Staff 
I Environmental  CommitmenU  for  the  Altamont  Project" 

FA2-3  j reference  to  item  SO  on  page  6-38,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (Reclamation) 
will  request  a review  of  any  plan  for  the  control  of  noxious  weeds  on  Reclamation  land 
before  such  a plan  is  implemented.  Any  such  plans  should  be  forwarded  to  the  Project 
Manager,  Montana  Projects  Office,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  P.O.  Box  30137, 

BJlings,  Montana  59107-0137. 

4.  In  regard  to  cultural  resources  addressed  on  page  4M-5,  paragraph  1,  and  page 
6-41,  items  67  and  68,  Reclamation  reserves  the  right  to  make  determinations  of 


FA2-4 


FA-2 


(U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Billings,  Montana) 


PA2-I  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Table  1-4. 


FA2-2  The  FERC  staff  cannot  make  commitments  for  Altamont.  We  will,  however,  recommend  that 
the  mitigation  measures  in  Chapter  6 of  the  PEIS  be  attached  as  conditions  to  any  FERC 
cenificate  issued  for  Altamont’s  proposed  project. 

FA2-3  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  language  of  this  recommendation  specifically  recognizes  the 

role  of  federal  land  managing  agencies  in  any  plans  to  control  noxious  weeds  on  federal  lands. 


FA2-4  As  lead  Federal  agency  with  jurisdiction  over  the  undertaking,  the  FERC  has  a legal 
responsibility  to  comply  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  This 
includes  evaluating  historical  significance,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Pan  800.4(c),  for  the  entire 
project.  However,  be  assured  that  as  pan  of  the  ongoing  consultation  with  your  office,  as  an 
interested  pany,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  (BOR)  views  on  determinations  of  eligibility  will 
be  taken  into  account  on  lands  administered  by  the  BOR. 


PA2-4 

(COOL) 


2 

I eligibility  for  cultural  resource  sites  on  Reclamation  lands.  This  requirement  will  be 
listed  as  a special  stipulation  on  the  permit  issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mark  Beatty  (FTS  585-6423  or  406-657-64231 
of  this  office.  ^ 

Sincerely, 

NEIL  STESSMAN 


Roger  K.  Patterson 
Regional  Director 

cc:  Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.  (Aliamont  Project) 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE 
Washington  IX^  20426 


FA-3 


FA-4 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OP  RECLAMATION 
um*  COLORADO  UCIONAl  OPPICB 
PO  BOK  inw 

SAIT  LAM  cmr.  UTAH  *414? 


uc-4,9  FEB  2 8 1991 


ns.  Lois  C«sh«n 
secretary 

federal  liiiergy  Regulatory  Connisslon 
dZs  North  Capitol  street.  NE. 

Washington  DC  20426 

Subject:  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company, 
Docket  No.  CP90'i375-000.  Seedskadee  and  Eoen  Projects.  Uyomino 
(FERC  EIS) 

uear  Ns.  Cashel  I : 


we  have  reviewed  your  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project.  The  proposed  route  of  the  pipeline  will 
cross  withdrawn  and  fee  lands  acquired  by  the  United  States  through  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  (Reclamation)  for  the  Seedskadee  and  Eden  Projects. 


FA3-I 


Reclamation  offers  no  objection  to  the  proposed  route;  however,  as  stated  In  a 
letter  from  Reclamation  to  you  dated  November  3,1989,  copy  enclosed,  the 
pipeline  project  crosses  several  features  of  the  Eden  Project,  such  as  the 
E-SaH,  F-20.  Farson,  F-24,  F-27.  E-6,  and  Westside  laterals,  F-li),  F-3,  H-6,  and 
W-/,  drains,  Eden  Canal,  and  the  W-i9  sublateral. 


Auditlonal ly,  as  stated  In  the  enclosed  letter,  it  Is  Imperative  that  the 
superintendent  at  Fontenelle  Dam  be  contacted  prior  to  any  crossing  of  the  Green 
River  and  features  of  the  Seedskadee  Project,  and  tne  Eden  Valley  Irrigation  and 
Drainage  District  In  Farson  be  contacted  prior  to  any  crossing  of  the  Eden 
Project  features. 


The  permit  for  the  pipeline  right-of-way  will  be  Issued  under  the  authority  of 
Che  1920  Mineral  Leasing  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  93-153,  dated 
November  lb,  i973.  Since  the  pipeline  right-of-way  crosses  public  land 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Mmagement  (BLN),  BLN,  In  concurrence  with 
Reclamation,  will  Issue  the  right-of-way  permit  for  the  use  of  the  lands  for  the 
burled  pipeline  In  the  Seedskadee  and  Eden  Projects. 


Sincerely, 


FA3-1 


L;r:y  V.'x";:, : •; 

^C^oland  Robison 
Regional  Director 


RECEIVED  BY 


Enclosure 


M&R  0 4 Wvi 

INnHOHHlklAl  COHflUUia  MOrtOilCT 
UMTSIS IMNOI 


(U.S.  Oeparlment  of  Ihe  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah] 


Thank  you  for  your  comments  We  have  alened  the  applicant  that  these  features  would  be 
crossed,  and  that  the  individuals  identified  in  your  letter  of  November  3,  1989  be  contacted 
prior  to  crossing  these  features. 
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Scate  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Hanagement,  Ujroniing  State  Office, 
PO  Boi  182d,  Cheyenne  WT  82003 

Ns.  Salley  Haverly,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1993  Dewar  Drive, 
Bock  Springs  HV  d290i 

Ms.  Lauren  O'Donnell 
Project  Manager 

rederal  tnergy  Regulatory  Connission 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  NE. 

Washington  DC  2042b 

Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review  (ERd9/7S0) 
idth  and  C Street,  NW.,  Roan  2340 
Washington  DC  20240 

Mr.  Tom  Taliaferro 
President 

Eden  Valley  Irrigation  and 
Drainage  District 
PO  Box  174 
f arson  HT  82932 
(each  w/encl) 


FA-5 


UC*4b7 


N4.  LoU  Cathcl) 

S«cret«rjr 

redcral  Energy  Regulatory  CoMnlltlon 
north  Capitol  Street,  nE 
Ha&hington  dC  2u426 

Subject:  EnvIroMKotal  Report.  Altaaotit  Gas  Transportation  Project,  Seedskadee 
ana  Eden  Projects.  Myoatng  (Environaental  Report) 


Dear  rts.  Cashell: 

The  Bureau  of  Reclaaatlon  (RKlaoatlon)  recopnlm  that  our  coMents  will  be 
received  «e11  beyond  tho  coavot  period  deadline.  Me,  hoMOver,  did  not  receive 
the  notice  of  Intent  or  tho  strip  aapt  until  after  October  19.  1969.  Me  hope 
that  our  coMintt  ulli  be  of  benefit. 


The  allgnaent  of  the  pipeline  crosses  several  ulthdrawn  and  one  fee  acquired 
section  of  the  Seedskadet  Project.  Features  of  the  Eden  Project  that  will  be 
affected  will  be  the  E-&AH.  F>2U.  Farson,  F-24.  F-27.  C-6.  and  Westslde 
lataralsi  F>lu,  F>3.  M-B.  and  M>7  drains;  Eden  Canal;  and  M>19  sublateral. 


FA3-2 


It  will  be  li^ratlve  that  the  superintendent  at  Fontanel le  Oaa.  and  the  Eden 
valley  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  In  Farson  be  contacted  prior  to  any 
crossing  of  the  Green  River  or  the  Eden  Project  features. 


Me  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  clarify  tht  Jurisdictional 
responsibilities  shared  by  Reclaaatlon  and  the  lureeu  of  Land  Nanagaeent  (BLN). 
ReclaMtIon  has  Jurisdiction  ovor  the  Eden  Project  lands  cKtpt  for  graitng 
aenageaent  mt  ell  and  gu  concerns  covered  by  the  1920  Nlneral  Leasing  Act. 
BLN  vntgas  tbaae  rosources  under  an  agreenant  between  the  two  egeticles.  The 
sane  holds  tn»  for  the  Seedskedet  Project,  except  thet  BLN  also  Manages 
recreation  at  feeueella  Reiervoir  and  the  two  cai^rounds  on  the  Green  River 
dowi>stre«e  Irm  the  daa. 


Although  culturel  resources,  plant  and  aniMi  species,  historic  trails, 
recraatton,  fisherlas  and  ethers  are  discussed  In  the  Altaaont  Envtronaantel 
li^ect  Report  (EIR),  there  Is  no  supporting  data  to  review.  Me  do  not  feel  we 
can  adequately  coMant  on  theso  Issues  at  thti  tlaa. 


FA-6 


FA3-2  See  response  to  FA3- 1 . 


H*  ipprtcUU  tiM  opporignlt/  to  coavnt  on  AUaaont's  Elft.  Onct  ttit 
(A«troftaint«l  l^act  Rlport/Stitownt  praparM  by  Fadaral  Cntrfly  Rtgwlaiory 
Coalsilon  U collated  •«  aould  appracUta  racalvinf  a copy  for  coavnt. 

Any  quattloni  can  ba  rafarrad  to  Lorana  Chrlstanian.  FTS  668-4100. 
SIncaraYy, 


w;  • . ..i 

FUR  Roland  RobUen 

Kaplonal  OIractor 

cci  Ml.  Laurao  O'Oonnal) 

Project  Manapar 

Fadaral  Enarpy  Rafalatory  CcMlsaioo 
82»  North  Capitol  Straat,  RE 

HasRinpton  DC  20426 

Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter 
Project  Manager 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  tooilsslon 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  NE 
Washington  DC  20426 

Office  of  Envlronoental  Project  Review  (ERe9/750) 
Rooa  2340 

18th  and  C Street,  m 
Washington  OC  20240 

Mr.  To*  Taliaferro 
President 

Eden  Valley  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District 
P.O.  Boi  174 
Farson  WV  82932 


be:  Chief,  flaBtOf  fiorge  Field  Division,  Dutch  John  UT 
Attealli*:  fiary  D.  Butterfield 

bcc:  UC-450,  UC>430,  UC-ISO,  UC-4S7 

WBR:  LChrl$tensen:kc:10/23/89:5e8-4100:CL.90.2 


FA-7 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  or  RECLAMATION 
Mii>rAanc  reoioh 
RUUIATH  PROJECr 
MOO  WASHBUKN  WAV 
KLAMATH  FALLA  ORAOON  MWMMI 


MAR  4 1991. 


tt  k 


0''' 


H».  Lois  CashsU.  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  CobbIs 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20^26 


Connente  on  the  Draft  Envlronaental  Inpact  Statenent  (EIS)  for  I 
PCT/PC6C  Expansion  • Altanont  Natural  Cas  Pipeline  (EIS) 


Dear  Ms  Cashell: 


rA4*i 


The  Klanath  Project  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclenatlon  does  not  object  to  the 
prellnlnary  location  of  the  pipeline.  Our  only  concern  at  this  tine  Is  the 
construction  schedule.  If  It  Is  necessary  to  cross  one  of  the  Project's 
Irrigation  canals.  It  nust  be  accoapllshed  during  the  non-lrrlgatlon  season 
usually  between  March  15  and  October  15.  Exact  dates  will  depend  upon  local 
conditions  affecting  agricultural  practices. 


Please  place  us  on  your  notification  list  for  future  Inforaatlon  pertaining 
the  Envlronaental  lapaet  Statemnc  and  pipeline  construction. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Mark  C.  Kalpln  (PCT/PC&E  Expansion  Project) 
Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.  (Altanont  Project) 
(Both  at  sane  address  as  this  letter) 


FA-8 


(U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon] 


FA4-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  staffs  procedures  in  Appendix  C-3  allow  appropriate 

permitting  agencies  to  expand  or  restrict  the  staffs  recommend^  time  window  for  construction 
in  order  to  address  site-specific  circumstances. 


Cenitii  to»  DiwtieConiiol 
Ail<nt»GA  J0333 
February  28,  1991 


Ms.  IaIs  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comnission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


He  have  completed 
Statement  (DEIS) 
Projects.  He  are 
Service. 


our  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
for  PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
responding  on  behalf  of  the  O.s.  Public  Health 


We  concur  that  construction  across  waterbodies  and  malor  rivers 

contaminated  sediments,  have  the  greatest 
nrtro  rK  J adverse  water  quality  Impacts.  We  were  pleased  to 
note  that  a clearly  defined,  standardized  set  of  construction 

wetland  crossings  have  been  developed 
in  conjunction  with  other  cooperating  agencies.  However,  in*^ 

groundwater  resources  which  are  vital  for  public 
systems,  we  believe  the  FERC  recommendation  to 
require  the  applicant  to  submit,  for  inclusion  in  the  Final  Eis 
a groundwater  monitoring  plan  that  could  identify  community  and 
supply  wells  and  springs  located  near  the  proposed'^route 
be  implemented.  In  the  event  groundwater  supplies  were 
f“”9eocy  mitigation  would  be  implemented, 
including  provision  of  a temporary  potable  water  source. 

other  health  related  issues  have  been  adequately 
the  mitigation  measures  described,  including 
containment  of  contaminants  such  as  fuels  and  lubricants,  appear 
to  be  adequate  and  appropriate  for  the  proposed  action. 

opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
document.  Please  insure  that  we  are  included  on  your  mailing 
list  to  r®ceive  a copy  of  the  Final  EIS,  and  future  EIS's  which 
may  indicate  potential  public  health  impact. 


CC: 

Mr.  Mark  c.  Kalpin 

Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  W.  Holt,  M.S.E.H. 
Special  Programs  Group  (F29) 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
and  Injury  Control 


bv 


(DeparlmenI  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Public  Health  Service, 
Centers  for  Disease  Control,  Atlanta,  Georjia) 


FAS- 1 


you,  for  your  communis.  The  recommundacion  lo  Tile  a gtoundwale,  momlonnu  plan 
poor  to  commencing  pipeline  construction  has  been  retained  in  the  FEIS. 


FA-9 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

WALt.r  WALk*.  WASMINOTOM  »«>•«  036* 

February  28,  1991 

received  by 

Operations  Division 

MIR  0 1)  5)1 

l«««lNiMH.TOn““ 

UUDSIS)"*® 

Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  K.E. 

Washington,  DC  20426 

Dear  Ks.  Cashell: 

This  is  in  regard  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  PGT/PGiE  and  Altamont  natural  gas  pipeline  projects.  This 
document  has  been  reviewed  as  it  relates  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers' 
regulatory  responsibilities  under  Section  10  of  the  Rivers  and 
Harbors  Act  of  1899,  and  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Hater  Act.  The 
following  comments  are  being  supplied  for  your  consideration. 

a.  The  "Agency  Action"  sections  of  Table  1-4,  page  1-17, 
associated  with  Section  404  permits  should  refer  to  "waters  of 
the  United  States”,  not  "navigable  waters". 

b.  By  admission  on  page  3E-2,  the  wetland  identification 
technique  used  for  the  PGT  portion  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  tends  to  underestimate  wetland  areas.  This 
could  logically  lead  to  an  underestimation  of  Impacts  to  wetlands. 
The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  address  the 
impacts  to  all  wetlands,  and  therefore  should  not  be  completed 
until  all  wetland  have  been  delineated,  their  functions  and 
values  determined,  and  the  impacts  to  the  wetlands  assessed. 

This  complete  assessment  of  wetland  impacts  may  eliminate  the 
need  for  supplemental  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  documen- 
tation related  to  wetlands  during  the  review  of  Department  of  the 
Army  permit  applications. 

c.  The  impacts  to  wetlands  discussed  on  page  4E-12  should 
emphasize  the  fact  that  the  wetland  areas  are  underestimated 
unless  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  address  the 
impacts  to  exact  wetland  areas,  and  their  functions  and  values, 
as  determined  in  the  field. 

FA6-4J  j mitigation  measures  for  the  Moyie  River  crossings 

I discussed  on  page  4P-6  will  require  Department  of  the  Army  permits 


FA6-1 

FA6-2 


FA-10 

(U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Walla  Walla,  Washinglon| 

FA6-I 

See  revised  Table  1.4. 

FA6-2 

See  revised  Chapter  3E. 

FA6-3 

See  revised  Chapter  4E. 

FA6-4 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 

-2- 


PA6-4  I if  they  include  discharges  of  dredged  or  fill  material  into  waters 
(cool.)  I United  States.  A statement  to  this  effect  should  be 

I included  in  this  section. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions  or  need  further  information 
please  write  or  call  Mr.  Tim  R.  Erkel  at  (509)  522-6721. 

Sincerely, 


Paul  P.  Winborg 

Chief,  Operations  Division 


Copies  Furnished: 

Mr.  Mark  C.  Kalpin 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  J 

BUREAU  OF  REClAMATIOfl/i/,- 
PACIFIC  NOCTHWCyr  «£CION  "•'i  -r  / 1,.| 

FEDERAL  BUILDING  « U3  COUITTHOUSE  ^ P,'l  / , 

BOX  W3  $«  WEST  FOKT  STSECT  ; OP 

BOISE.  IDAHO  ftr2«4D43  <,  ^ 

FEB  28 1991  ' 


Hs.  Lois  Cashell 
Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regutatory  Coimlsslon 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  NE. 

Uashington  DC  20426 

Subject:  Review  ot  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  and  Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company’s 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects;  Idaho,  Washington,  Oregon. 
California,  Montana,  and  Wyoming  (ER  91/60)  (Environmental  Review) 

Dear  Hs.  Cashell; 

-I  We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document.  Our  only  comment  is  a request  that 
the  parties  involved  in  construction  of  the  PGT/PG&E  pipeline  segment 
coordinate  with  the  appropriate  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (Reclamation)  offices 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region  when  crossing  Reclamation-administered  lands. 
Crossing  agreements,  other  permits,  and  site  specific  environmental 
evaluation  may  be  required. 

For  your  information,  a portion  (in  the  vicinity  of  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon)  of 
the  PGT/PG&E  route  is  located  in  Reclamation’s  Mid-Pacific  Region,  headquar- 
tered in  Sacramento,  California.  The  major  portion  of  the  Altamont  pipeline 
is  located  within  Reclamation’s  Great  Plains  Region  (Billings.  Montana).  The 
southwestern  corner  of  Wyoming  is  in  our  Upper  Colorado  Region  (Salt  Lake 
City.  Utah). 

If  you  wish  further  information  or  assistance  in  determining  the  right 
contact  points  among  Reclamation's  Pacific  Northwest  Region  offices,  please 
let  us  know  at  the  address  above  or  by  phone--Regional  Environmental  Officer, 
Douglas  James.  (20B)  334-1207. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement. 


Sincerely. 


FA- 12 


(U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Boise,  Idaho] 


FA7-1 


Thank  you  for  your  commenu. 


February  28,  i9»l 


RECEIVED  BY 

MAR  I I 19  V I 

i(IYIMflU»(Al  CfiUFlUNCt  AiU  rSiJliCI 
UAlrSIS  eiAROl 

Hs.  Lois  cashell 
Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  CoouBlBsion 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

Dear  Ms  Cashell: 


Project.  We  hope  our  conunents  will  assist  you. 
you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  review  the  document. 


Thank 


Sincerely, 


Enclosure 


Ecology  and  Environmental 
Conservation  Office 


Mr.  Mark  C.  Kalpin  <PGT/PGtE  Expansion  Project) 
Mr.  Laurence  j.  Sauter,  Jr.  (Altamont  Project) 


FA-13 


[Commerce  Department,  Naliooal  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administratioo] 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMEI 
NkCienal  Ocaanic  anS  Atmaapharlc  Atfminiitra  p A 1 A 
N*iiOM»L  octAN  siavice  r/A-i** 


HEHORANOUM  FOR:  David  Cottingham 


Ecology  and  Envlronnental  Conservation  Office 
Office  of  the  Chief 


SUBJECT: 


DEIS  9101.12  - PGT/PGSB  and  Altamont  Natural 
Gas  Pipeline  Project 


■Hear  Admiral  J.  Austin  Yeager  rNOAJi'^’^^ 
Director,  Charting  and  Geodetic  Services 


The  subject  statement  has  been  reviewed  within  the  areas  of 
Charting  and  Geodetic  Services'  (CSGS)  responsibility  and 
expertise  and  in  terras  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  actions  on 
CSGS  activities  and  projects. 

A preliminary  review  of  CSGS  records  has  indicated  the  presence 
of  both  horizontal  (H)  and  vertical  <V)  geodetic  control  survey 
monuments  In  the  proposed  project  area.  Attached  are  the 
published  geodetic  control  data  for  Idaho  State  Level  Line  10  (V) 
and  elevations  and  descriptions  on  magnetic  tape  for  vertical 
control  geodetic  survey  monuments  in  California  between  36°  A 
38°30‘  latitude,  and  120°  A 122°  longitude.  NAD  63  horizontal 
control  positions  for  survey  monuments  In  Idaho,  Washington, 

Oregon,  and  California  on  computer  diskettes  are  being  forwarded. 

This  information  should  be  reviewed  for  identifying  the  location  PA8-1  Thank  you  for  your  commenli.  We  will  alert  ihe  applicant  lo  Ihis  information. 

and  designation  of  any  geodetic  control  monuments  that  may  be 

affected  by  the  proposed  project.  If  there  are  any  planned 

activities  which  will  disturb  or  destroy  these  monuments,  CAGS 

requires  not  less  than  90  days'  notification  in  advance  of  such 

activities  in  order  to  plan  for  their  relocation. 

CAGS  recommends  that  funding  for  this  project  Include  the  cost  of 
any  relocation  required  for  CAGS  monuments.  For  further 
information  about  these  monuments,  please  contact  the  National 
Geodetic  Information  Branch,  N/CG17,  Rockwall  Bldg.,  room  20, 

National  Geodetic  Survey  Division,  NOAA,  Rockville,  Maryland 
208S2,  telephone  301-443-8631. 


Attachment 


cc:  N/CG17  - J.  Spencer  N/CG1x9  - J.  D'Onofrlo 

N/CG1x21  - L.  Riggers  N/CG1x22  - D.  Wegenast 
N/CG1x30  - B.  Kelly 


United  States 
Departaent  of 


Pacific 

Northwest 


319  S.W.  Pine  Street 
P.O.  Bos  3623 
Portland.  OR  97208-3623 


fU.S.  Depaitmcnl  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  PortiaDd,  Oregoo] 


Region 


Reply  To:  2720 


D.t<:  KAR  0 7 1991 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell.  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coaalaslon 
825  North  Cepltol  Street.  NE 
Washington.  DC  20426 


Dear  Secretary:  ^ 

Reference  la  aade  to  Docket  Nos.  CP89-460-001  and  CP90-1375-000. 

The  USDA  Forest  Service  has  reviewed  Che  Draft  Envlronaental  lapact  Statenent 
(DEIS)  for  Che  PCT/PCE  and  Altaaont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects.  The 
following  coaaencs  are  provided  for  use  and  consideration  when  preparing  Che 
final  docuaents. 

General  Coaaenc 

The  Effects  portion  of  Che  docuaent  deals  prlasrlly  with  a physical  description 
of  the  project  ares.  Little  Inforeatlon  la  given  to  show  consequences  or 
tradeoffs  to  the  proposed  action.  Since  POT/POE  route  follows  an  existing 
corridor  there  was  little  attention  to  analysis  of  slcematlve  routes  and 
probably  rightly  so. 

Our  review  found  the  docuaent  to  be  not  as  site  specific  as  aost  EIS's  would 
warrant  If  prepared  by  the  Forest  Service  following  our  noraal  procedures  and 
regulations. 

But  since  this  project  Is  unique  in  chat  the  Agencies  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  accoapllsh  aany  site-specific  reviews  with  the  pipeline  coapanles  and  are  in 
the  process  of  developing  Construction.  Operation,  end  Maintenance  (COM)  plans, 
which  are  to  be  required  by  the  BLM  right-of-way  grant  we  feel  we  will  be  able 
to  require  Che  necessary  altigatlon.  Our  coaaents  will  be  directed  toward  the 
DEIS  and  site-specific  requlreaents  for  CON  plans. 

Altaaont  Gas  Pipeline  Project 

The  proposed  Pipeline  location  does  not  cross  National  Forest  Systea  (NFS) 
lands.  Alternative  Route  26  Variation  crosses  saall  parcels  of  NFS  lands.  The 
Forest  Service  agrees  with  Che  DEIS  In  Its  recoaaendation  that  Alternative 
Route  28  Variation  receive  no  further  consideration  for  the  final  location  of 
the  pipeline  for  the  reasons  stated  on  pages  6-26. 


FA- 15 


Ns.  Lola  Cashell 


FA-16 


PCT/PCE  G»«  PlDollna  Ejipanalon  Projact 

Co— ents  relative  to  the  DEIS. 

Cultural  Resource 

llte  treatsent  of  cultural  resources  In  Chapters  3M  and  llN  was  very  general. 
Traditional  cultural  areas  and  concerns  have  been  addressed  and  the  DEIS 
displays  evidence  of  contact  with  tribes,  whose  reservations  or  ceded  lands 
would  be  lapacted.  However,  at  least  In  Ware  Springs  Reservation's  case, 
response  was  not  received  before  the  Issuance  of  the  DEIS  and  thus  not 
Included.  No  field  surveys  have  been  conducted  with  the  APE  to  locate 
significant  paleontological  resources  (fossil  reaalns  and  foreatlons)  prior  to 
Che  Issuance  of  the  DEIS. 


FA9-1 


There  Is  no  discussion  of  the  potential  consequences  of  a wildfire  being 
started  during  the  construction  of  the  pipeline.  During  the  period  of  June  to 
October  there  is  always  the  potential  for  construction  and  clearing  activities 
to  start  a wildfire. 


If  a wildfire  starts  and  Is  not  1— edlately  controlled  It  could  cause 
considerable  daaage  to  both  forested  and  shrub  and  grass  vegetated  areas - 


The  risk  of  wildfire  will  be  reduced  by  following  approved  practices  and  using 
•Itlgstlon  aeasurea  Chat  will  be  required  In  fire  prevention  plana  to  prevent 
the  opportunity  for  the  Ignition  of  a fire. 


Page  2.  front  Notice.  Par.  2,  Sent,  k 

"However,  because  their  facilities  would  not  be  constructed  without  FERC 
approval  of  the  PCT/PCE  expansion,  the  DEIS  discusses  the  potential  lapsct  of 
the  nonjurlsdlctlonal  PGT/PGE  facilities  on  federally  listed  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  cultural  resources,  and  federally  adeinlstered  lands  within 
California. * 


FA9-2  I Coasent:  The  potential  lapact  of  federally  listed  threatened  and  endangered 

I species  and  cultural  resources  la  discussed  within  Che  DEIS,  but  very  little  is 
I discussed  concerning  the  federally  adeinlstered  lands  within  California. 


CLO  stood  for  Govemaent  Land  Office 


"Organization." 


Page  S-k,  Par.  I 


FA9-4 


* 4 acre  expansion  of  the  existing  Coapressor  Station  No.  12  — " The  Forest 

Service  Is  concerned  with  this  sentence  because  we  have  not  yet  received  enough 
inforeetlon  to  know  that  the  station  Is  to  be  expanded  by  4 acres.  On  field 
review  with  PCT  In  October  1990  this  issue  was  discussed.  The  District  Hanger 
prefers  not  to  expend  the  station  perslt  boundary.  An  alternate  proposal  Is  to 
expand  the  existing  fence  to  within  10  feet  of  the  current  boundary  only  as 


FA9-1  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  3K. 


FA9-2  Impacts  on  federally  administered  lands  wilhin  California  were  addressed  in  the  CPUC's  DEIR 
and  FEIR,  which  the  FERC  staff  has  incorporated  by  reference  into  its  DEIS  and  FEIS 
Therefore,  these  potential  impacts  have  been  adequately  addressed. 


FA9-3  'GLO*  stands  for  ‘General  Land  Office*. 

FA9-4  Ravd  on  conversations  between  PGT,  the  Forest  Service,  and  the  FERC  staff,  we  have  clarified 

that  PCT  proposes  to  move  its  existing  fence  up  to  S feel.  This  relocation  would  not  require 
an  expansion  of  the  existing  station  permit  boundary.  See  revised  Executive  Summary. 


I.  Lois  Csshell 


FA^  I needed  to  sccouodste  eddltlonsl  plpins.  Due  to  the  sensitivity  of  this 
(COeL)|  station  with  the  owners  of  Vandevert  seres  subdivision.  It  Is  laportant  that 
I this  be  resolved. 


Paite  S-n.  Par.  H.  Sent.  «l 


FA9-5 


’However,  because  the  critlerle  that  the  CPUC  utilized  to  Identify  potentially 
aigniflcant  Ispacts  were  different  than  the  critlerle  utilized  by  the  FERC 
staff,  we  have  not  atteepted  to  suuarlze  the  potential  significance  of  any 
envlronaental  lepact  associated  with  the  construction  of  PGtE's 
nonjurisdlctlonal  facilities." 


Coaaent;  If  the  criteria  utilized  to  identify  potentially  significant  lapacts 
Is  different,  shouldn't  the  lapacts  on  the  federally  adalnlatered  lands  within 
California  follow  the  criteria  utilized  by  FEfiC  or  those  which  are  aost 
stringent? 


Page  S-l6.  Par.  2,  Sent.  >* 

'Finally.  FERC  la  In  the  process  of  preparing  a Biological  Asaeasaent  (BA),  as 
required  by  the  ESA.  to  deteralne  whether  the  proposed  project  would  affect 
federally  listed  or  proposed  threatened  or  endangered  species,  or  their 
designated  critical  habitat. 

Coaaent:  Shouldn't  the  Forest  Service  designated  sensitive  species  also  be 
Included?  On  Page  3E*1  a list  Is  provided  of  what  will  be  Included  as  a 
special-status  plant  species.  "Species  listed  as  sensitive  by  FS”  la  Included 
within  this  list. 


Page  2~\.  Par.  I 

The  paragraph  asde  no  distinction  between  private  land  and  Federal  land 
Jurisdiction  as  related  to  livestock  grazing.  It  la  assuaed  that  the  paragraph 
applies  to  peraltted  livestock  on  National  Forest  lands  as  well  as  private 
lands. 

Page  2-3,  Par.  2 

Pesticide  application.  If  used  to  clear  the  right-of-way.  oust  confore  with  EPA 
regulations,  label  restrictions,  and  the  Regional  Envlronaental  lapact 
Stateaent  on  Vegetative  Nanageaent. 


Page  2-\.  Par.  2 

FAB  91  Clearing.  Debris  and  slash  created....  or  landowner  agreeaents.  The  agencies 
I or  landowners  aay  agree  to  allow  the  aaterlal  to  be  burned.  Burning  would  be 
I w effect  on  air  tjuallty  and  this  has  not  been  dlacussed,  or  the  effects  should 


Page  Z-3.  Par,  3.  Sent.  3 

’Stuaps  would  be  reaoved  only  as  reijuired  by  pipeline  installation." 

Coaaents:  Page  2-33,  Par. 6,  Sent.  2 states:  "All  stuaps  would  be  grubbed  froa 
a continuous  strip.  30  feet  wide  and  centered  on  the  new  trench  center  line." 


FA9-5 


See  response  to  commcni  FA9-2. 


FA9-6  The  ESA  only  requires  that  a BA  be  prepared  for  federally  listed  species.  The  ESA  has  no 
application  to  Forest  Service  listed  sensitive  species. 


FA9-7  The  slated  assumption  is  correct. 


FA9-8  Comment  noted.  No  response  required. 


FA9-9  The  need  for  (he  project  applicant  to  dispose  of  cleared  materials  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulations  and  permits  is  clearly  ideniihed  in  Chapter  2.  Impacts  associated  with  burning  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4H:  Environmental  Consequences:  Air  Quality. 


FA9-I0  These  statements  are  not  contradictory  but  merely  establish  prudent  construction  practices. 


FA-17 


Cashel 1 


Ms.  Lola 


PA9-I0|  Do  these  two  sentences  contradict  each  other?  It  doesn't  sees  necessary  to 
(coot)  I clear  30  feet  In  all  Instances.  Grubbing  on  slopes  could  Increase  the 
I potential  for  erosion. 


FA9-11 


Page  2-3.  5 

Ditching  and  Road  Crossings.  Pipeline  trenches.  It  Is  not  clear  what  the 
depth  will  be  for  road  crossings.  Are  these  considered  to  be  In  the  category 
of  "Cultivated  areas?"  Our  concern  la  the  cover  over  the  pipes  be  sufficient 
to  allow  for  rood  aolntenance  and  dltchllne  aolntenance,  and  that  depth  Is 
sufficient  to  provide  strength  for  log  haul  and  heavy  equipaent. 

Page  2-4,  Par.  3 


FA9*12|  paragraph  should  aentlon  that  the  trenches  will  have  reaps  added  to  thea 

I while  they  are  open  so  wildlife  and  cattle  say  escape. 


Page  2-3 


FA9-I3 


Road  Crossings.  Detours:  This  paragraphs  Indicates  that  either  detours  or 
construction  bridging  will  be  used  on  road  crossings.  Actual  closure  of  the 
road  to  traffic  Is  another  option,  especially  on  our  lower  standard  and  lower 
use  roads.  This  would  be  beneficial,  where  applicable,  to  Halt  the  lapacts  of 
detour  construction  where  not  necessary.  Suggest  that  this  option  at  least  be 
aentloned  where  peraltted  by  the  local  authority  or  owner  of  the  private  road. 


Page  2-8.  Sec.  2.2.2 

FA9  HI  section  Mentions  nothing  about  the  expansion  of  coapressor  stations. 

I Expanded  stations  would  need  to  aeet  the  saae  requlreaents . 

Page  2-15.  Sec.  2.3.1.  Par.  2 

FA9-15I  again  aentlona  the  expansion  of  Coapressor  Station  12.  Perhaps  a aore 
I detailed  discussion  of  the  alternatives  would  be  appropriate. 

Page  2-20.  Sec.  2.3.2.  Par.  2 

FA9-I6|  "...Lava  River  Cave  Park..."  have  River  Cave  is  not  a park.  It  should  Just 
I read  "... .Lava  River  Cave. . ." 


Page  2-20,  Par.  7 


FA9-I7 


Many  of  the  KP's  listed 


wrong.  It  should  read: 


Loop  6 extends  froa  the  Oregon/Callf . border  at  NP  612.5  to  the  Burney 
Coapressor  station  at  NP  6914.8.  The  pipeline  runs  through  the  Klaaath  Basin 
parallel  to  SR  139  to  HP  623.  The  pipeline  runs  through  the  Nodoc  National 
Forest  and  over  soae  privately  owned  ground  froa  NP  625  to  NP  660.  Locations 
within  the  Nodoc  National  Forest  Boundary  includr  4;onesta  Coapressor  Station 
St  HP  637.1.  the  bend  In  the  pipeline  running  soutrwest  at  NP  6*43  and  Long  Bell 
Wildlife  Refuge  froa  NP  6*49  through  NP  653.6. 
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FA9-11  Specific  depth  of  pipe  burial  ai  all  road  crossings  will  be  determined  by  ihe  applicable  permiliing 
aulhoriiy,  or  ihrough  negoliations  wiih  (he  land  owner/land  management  agency. 


FA9-I2  Comment  accepted.  See  revision  to  this  paragraph. 


FA9-I3  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9-I4  This  section  only  discusses  proposed  new  facilities,  and  does  not  specify  requirements. 


FA9-IS  See  revised  Chapter  2. 


FA9-I6  Comment  accepted. 


FA9-I7 


See  revised  Chapter  2. 


Ms.  Lois  Cashel) 


PA9-17 

(COOL) 


)-21| 


The  pipeline  runs  through  the  Shasta  National  Forest  edolnlstered  by  the  Lassen 
National  Forest  froa  HP  660  to  676-5  with  no  private  land  Included.  (Past  Maps 
vately  owned  land  which  was  recently  acquired  by  the 
exchange. 

The  pipeline  crosses  BLM  land  froa  MP  676.5  through  677.5.  The  loop  would 
enter  Fall  River  Valley  at  HP  677-5  *nd  continue  to  approxieately  68O.I. 

It  reenters  the  Shasta  National  Forest  which  is  adalnlstered  by  the  Lassen 
National  Forest  at  KP  680.13  end  leaves  the  Forest  at  692.19.  Lake  Britton 
crossing  at  MP  687.  Highway  89  at  HP  690.77  and  soae  private  lands  are  Included 
within  this  stretch. 

: Burney  Coepressor  Station  at 

Page  2-21.  Par.  3.  Sent.  1 

'Loop  9 would  extend  through  the  Lassen  National  Forest" 

Coaeents;  This  parcel  is  no  longer  a part  of  the  National  Forest  Systea  lands. 
Page  2-2k.  Par.  6 

Bequlreaents  for  Pereanent  Right-of-Hay.  Section  does  not  clearly  explain  the 
1962  easeaent  width  and  the  1965  easeaent  grant  plus  working  atrip 
requireaents.  The  ANCTTS  grant  also  affected  the  PGT  segaent  in  Idaho. 
Washington,  and  Oregon. 

Page  2-30,  Sec.  2.3.3.  Par.  5 

This  section  again  ■ 
discussed  above,  it 
accurately. 

Page  2-30.  Par,  5 

Coeaent:  What  Station  Nuaber  is  Tionesta?  Will  it  be  expanded? 

Page  2-33.  Par.  2 

No  teaporary  pipe  storage  areas  or  teaporary  staging  and  storage  areas  for 
heavy  equlpaent  and  excavated  aaterlals  will  be  approved  for  location  on  NFS 
lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region. 

Pages  2-33 

Pipe  Storage  Area.  Teaporary  access  roads.  Since  these  roads  ere  ground 
disturbing,  even  though  teaporary.  authorization  would  need  to  be  in  coapllance 
with  NEPA  and  required  cultural  and  sensitive  plant  surveys. 


FA9-I8  Comment  accepted. 

FA9-I9  This  issue  is  adequately  addressed  in  Chapter  2,  Section  2.3.3,  Figures  2-6,  and  Appendix  0-1. 

FA9-20  See  response  (0  Comments  FA9-I4  and  FA9-iS. 

FA9-2I  The  Tionesta  Compressor  Station  is  not  proposed  to  be  expanded. 

FA9-22  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 

FA9-23  Staff  agrees  with  this  comment. 


FA- 19 


Ma.  Lola  Cuhell 


PMt  2-3^.  Par.  6 

I Blfht-or-Way.  POE/PCE  ia  not  propoalnf  to  clear  the  entire  pereanent 
I rlcht-of-wey  for  both  plpellnea.  It  will  not  be  neceaaery  to  clear  th< 
I 25  feet  to  the  weat  of  eaiatlng  pipeline  as  ahown  on  pages  2-26. 


FA9-25|  coeeent:  Pere*"MP  643.6.  twenty  acres. 

I Forest  Service  and  PCtE  that  the  Perez  si 


Paae  2-37.  Par.  2 

FA9-26|  CroBSlnca.  Major  Forest  Service  roads  eay  also  need  to  be  bored  end  this 

I will  be  deterelned  In  the  Transportation  Plan  being  developed  by  POT/POE. 

Paae  2-39.  Par.  2 


FA9-27 


Construction  Schedule.  We  understand  Free  POr/POB  schedules  that  clearing 
could  start  on  National  forest  Syatea  land  In  the  Fall  of  1991  and  pipeline 
construction  beginning  In  1992  In  the  Moyle  River  Loop. 


The  construction  schedule  eust  coaply  with  eeasonal  restrictions  In  the 
appropriate  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Manageeent  Plan,  other  controlling  Plans 
or  Record  of  Decisions,  and  COM  Plana. 


Pare  2-40,  Table  2-9 

FA9-28|  TabXe  needs  to  be  revised  to  reflect  current  planned  construction  schedules. 
Page  2-41.  Par.  4 


Trees  would  be  periodically  reaovad  along  a 40-foot  wide  strip  above  the 
pipeline.  PGT/PCiE  would  allow  natural  revegetation  to  occur  over  the 
reaainder  (approxiaately  60  feet)  of  the  right-of-way. 


Coaaent:  On  Federal  land  we  would  like  the  sentence  to  refer  to  clearing  a 
10-foot  wide  strip  cither  side  of  the  pipelines  with  natural  or  planted 
vegetation  being  persltted  over  the  reaainder  of  the  right-of-way. 


Page  2-41.  Per.  4.  Sent.  2 

"When  these  trees  are  2-3  inches  disaster  at  breast  height  they  would  be 
aechanically  cut.  shipped  Into  pieces  leas  than  three  Inches  long,  and 
scattered  over  the  right-of-way.* 

Coaaent:  Wood  chips  should  not  be  scattered  over  the  right-of-way  until 
several  years  after  the  area  Is  revegetated.  The  wood  chips  would  tie  up 
nitrogen  while  decoaposlng  which  would  be  detrlaental  to  the  revegetatlon 
goals. 


FA-20 


FA9-24  PGT's  application  Hied  in  Docket  Number  CP90-460-001  proposes  to  clear  the  entire  permanent 
right-of-way. 


FA9-25  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Table  2-6. 


FA9-26  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9-27  See  revised  Chapter  2. 


FA9-28  Comment  noted.  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-27. 


FA9-29  Chapter  2 refen  to  PGT's  proposed  action  and  not  the  speciHc  requirements  that  either  the 
FERC  staff  or  any  other  regulatory  agency  may  impose  on  PGT.  A discussion  of  recommended 
mitigation  is  contained  in  Chapters  4 and  6. 


FA9-30 


See  response  to  Comment  FA9-29. 


Ms.  Lois  Csshell 


Page  2-1*1.  Par.  5 


FA9-3I 


Operation  and  Maintenance  Procedures.  States  that  herbicides  will  not  be  used 
for  right-of-way  aelntenance.  Rlghte-of-way  have  been  the  prlaary  location  for 
the  introduction  and  spread  of  noxious  weeds  on  Federal  lands.  Herbicides  asy 
be  part  of  the  aolution  to  control  or  ellalnate  ealstlng  or  new  noxious  weeds. 
The  direction  we  are  getting  and  the  eost  recent  laws  regarding  noxious  weeds 
Indicates  an  active  approach  to  controlling  noxious  weeds.  The  possible 
application  of  herbicides  should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 


Any  aanipulation  of  unwanted  vegetation  eust  be  in  accordance  with  the  Regional 
Vegetation  Manageaent  Environaental  lapact  Stateaent,  1988,  within  the  Ochoco. 
Hineaa.  and  Deschutes  National  Forests. 


Page  3b- 10,  Par.  6 

"Landforas  created  by  Pliocene-  and  Pleistocene-Age  volcanic  activity  are  found 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way."  Soae  features  go  back  Into  the  Miocene 
so  possibly  it  could  read  as  follows:  "Landforas  created  by  Miocene-  and 
Pleistocene-Age  volcanic  activity  are  found  In  the  vicinity  of  the 
right-of-way." 


FA9-33 


Page  3A-10.  Sec.  U.  Par.  7 

"Near  Lava  Butte,  the  right-of-way  would  cross  the  southeastern  flow  of  two 

flows,  called  the  Cas  Line  flows,  which  are  9,800  years  old.  according  to 
csrbon-l(|  dating.  Soae  eruptions  at  the  southeast  end  of  the  tone  are 
considerably  younger  than  1.970  yeara,  with  considerably  less  eodlfled  aurfaces 
than  the  Cas  Line  Flows."  He  are  not  aware  of  any  1,970  date  so  possibly  It 
could  read  as  follows:  "Near  Lava  Butte,  the  right-of-way  would  cross  the 
southwestern  flow  of  two  lava  flows,  called  the  Oas  Line  Flows,  which  are  5.800 
years  old  according  to  carbon-14  dating.  C8rbon-l4  dates  along  the  entire 
Northwest  Rift  Zone  range  fros  5.800  to  6.200  years  but  other  field  evidence 
suggests  a narrower  tiae  span  at  about  6.100  years." 


Page  ^A-n,  Sec.  Par.  4 

"Local  attenuation  of  ground  shaking  aay  occur  In  areas  of  unconsolidated 
aaterisls."  Probably  do  not  aean  attenuation.  Unconsolidated  eaterlals 
usually  amplify  ground  shaking.  Possibly  it  could  read:  "Local  aepllflcatlon 
of  ground  shaking  eay  occur  in  areas  of  unconsolidated  eaterlal." 


Page  3A-12.  Sec  ^A.  Par.  1 

Beginning  with  the  third  sentence,  text  could  read:  "Eruptions  along  the 
Northwest  rift  tone  of  Newberry  Volcano  occurred  between  5,800  and  6.200 
carbon-14  years  ago.  Volcanic  activity  of  siellarly  recent  age  has  also 
occurred  In  the  celdera  atop  Newberry  Volcano.  Soae  obsidian  flows  and  puaice 
and  ash  deposits  In  the  ares  are  1.300  to  6,800  years  old." 

Page  3A-12.  Sec.  3A.  Per.  3 

"Mineral  resources  In  the  state  are  llelted  to  sand,  gravel,  cinder " 

Although  there  are  no  geothereal  leases  along  the  proposed  route,  there  is  the 
potential  for  this.  May  want  to  Include  aention  of  this  here. 


FA9-3I 


See  reiponie  to  Comment  FA9-29. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  believe  that  your  possible  change  contained  a typographical 
error  since  it  would  delete  reference  to  any  land  forms  created  by  Pliocene  volcanic  activity. 
Therefore,  we  have  revised  our  tent  accordingly  in  Chapler  3A. 


FA9-33  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapler  3A. 


FA9-34  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  3A. 


FA9-3S  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapler  3A. 


FA9-36  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


FA-21 


C«>hell 


Na.  Lola 


Pw  3A-i;.  Sac.  ?A.  Par.  «l 


Beginning  with  the  aecond  sentence  under  Unique  Geologic  Features,  we  would 
prefer  this  to  reed:  "The  young  leva  flowa  of  the  High  Lava  Plains  province  are 
also  of  interest,  especially  those  associated  with  Newberry  Volcano.  Near  Lava 
Butte,  the  pipeline  passes  through  the  newly  created  Newberry  National  Volcanic 
Nonuaent.  Uva  tubes,  such  as  those  at  Lava  Blver  Cave,  are  unique." 


FA^38j  Oregon.  Noaloue  weeds  were  not  aentloned,  but  aay  be 
I resolved  by  a noxious  weed  prevention  plan  written  as 
• Service  approval. 


probles  that  can  be 
COM  Plan  for  Forest 


Page  3C-^.  Par.  12 

FA9-39j  Water  quality  degradation,  such  as  channel  eedlaentatlon  and  turbidity  are 

I attributed  to  tlaber  harvesting  activities.  Tlaber  harvest  sctlvltlos’aay  be  a 
I factor,  but  the  lapacts  of  building  and  aalntalnlng  a railroad  and  county  road 
I laaedlate  adjacent  to  the  river  are  at  least  as  laportant  factors. 

Page  3D-«l.  Table  10-2 

I Table  3P*E.  Table  Indicates  there  are  no  Foreatry/forest  preservation  lands 
along  the  PGT  route  In  Idaho.  Much  of  the  National  Forest  lands  where  the  new 
line  la  proposed  la  forested  land. 


Page  3D-»l.  Table 

FAS  41  I Tabij  Indicates  there  are  no  Foreatry/forest  preservation  lands  along  the  PCT 
I route  In  Idaho.  Much  of  the  NFS  lands  associated  with  the  project  are  forested 
I lands  as  are  sone  of  the  private  lands. 

Page  3D-7.  Sec.  ^D,  Par.  ^ 


...In  addition.  PCT  proposes  to  acquire  acres  adjacent  to  Its  existing 
Coapressor  Station  No.  12..."  The  Forest  Service  recoanends  not  expanding  the 
existing  station  peralt  area.  He  would  prefer  allowing  expansion  of  the 
^^*^**''*  (fai'ced  in)  area  on  the  existing  peralt  area  to  accoaaodate  PCT’s 


Page  30-8.  Sec.  ^D.  Par.  7 

". . .Approxlaately  2 alles  of  the  route  would  be  within  the  boundary  of  the 
propoiea  Newberry  N.tlon.l  Volceele  Honueebt...-  Should  -Approxleotoly  ! 

.lies  or  the  route  would  be  wltblo  the  beupdery  of  the  newly  desiebeted 
Newberry  National  Volcanic  Monuaent." 


Page  3E-1 


Specl.l-Stetu.  Plitnt  Species.  Species  listed  es  sensitive  by  R hove  been 
included  u Speciel-Ststus  Plent  Species,  but  these  species  ere  not  corned 
throughout  the  docuaent. 


rA9-37 


Thank  you  for  your  commeni.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  3A, 


FA9-38  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Noxious  weeds  and  their  control  arc  mitigation  issues  that  were 
addressed  in  other  chapters  of  the  DEIS.  For  specific  discussion  of  noxious  weeds  please  see 
Chapter  4B  (Weed  Control),  Chapter  6,  and  Section  VII.E,  (Maintenance)  in  Appendix  B I. 


FA9-39  Commeni  noted.  No  response  required 


FA9-40  This  table  represents  land  use  designations  from  county  plans.  No  land  use  designated  as 
forestry  or  forest  preservation  was  found  in  the  Idaho  counties'  plan.  The  actual  forested  lands 
arc  listed  in  this  ubie  under  Agricultural  Preservation  and  Rural  land  uses. 


FA9-4 1 See  response  to  Commeni  FA9-40. 


FA9-42  Commeni  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3D. 


FA9-43  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3D. 


FA9-44 


Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


Ns.  Lois  Csshell 


FA9-4S 


Psgs  3E-2.  Par.  5.  Sent.  3 

Ststes  that  the  PGT  aethod  of  identifying  tfetlands  tends  to  underestlaote  the 
aaount  of  Jurisdictional  uetlonds  present  because  saall,  isolated  wetlands 
frequently  do  not  appear  on  National  Wetland  Inventory  asps. 

Cooaent:  A ground  survey  Bust  be  coapleted  to  Identify  any  wetlands  on  National 
Forest  Systea  Lands. 


Page  3E-U  Par.  3 


FA9-46 


Special  Native  Plant  Coaaunlties.  Steteaent  that  no  special  native  plant 
coaaunities  would  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline  route  in  Idaho.  This  Is 
incorrect.  Inforastion  froa  the  Endangered  Plant  Survey  for  the  PGT-PG&E 
Pipeline  Expansion  Project,  Idaho,  Washington.  Oregon  and  California  (EPS  for 
PCT-PCiE),  prepared  by  Blosysteas  Analysis,  Inc.,  reveals  that  "the  single 
reaelnlng  natural  remnant  of  the  original  Idaho  Fescue-doalnated  ftathdrua 
Prairie  in  Idalio  occurs  at  N.P.  (allepost)  102"  (EPS,  p.  2-4).  The  EPS  report 
shows  e bleck  and  white  photograph.  Figure  2.2-2,  p.  2-4,  and  the  caption 
reads,  "View  of  the  right-of-way  of  the  PGT-PCAE  Expansion  Project  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Rathdrua  Prairie,  Idaho  (N.P.  102).* 


This  reonont  of  native  perennial  bunchgrass  prairie,  doalnated  by  Idaho  Fescue. 
Sandberg  bluegrass.  and  June  grass,  la  one  of  the  few  remnant  stands  of  this 
comaunlty  type  in  the  region".  Also,  stated  in  the  EPS  report,  p.  5-11, 
paragraph  S.4.4  Bunchgrass  Prairie,  this  Rathdrua  Prairie  remnant  is  aentloned 
as  on  ares  where  the  Expansion  Project  will  traverse.  The  report  states  that 
"site-specific  aitlgation  plana  should  be  developed  for  post-construction 
rehabilitation*  at  each  of  these  sensitive  habitat  locations  (EPS.  p.  5-11). 
Apparently  a special  native  plant  comaunlty  in  Idaho  is  crossed  by  the  pipeline 
expansion  route. 


FA9-47 


Page  3E-14.  Table  3E-^ 

Indicates  that  the  long-billed  curlew  (Nwenlus  oaericanus)  and  the  pacific 
western  big-eared  bet  (Plecotus  townsendli  townsendll)  do  not  occur  in  Kloaeth 
County.  These  two  species  have  been  documented  on  the  Wlneaa  National  Forest. 
Please  see  U.S.  Forest  Service  Sensitive  Species  List  updated  Narch  1989  and 
Sensitive  Species  Guide  for  Area  IV  by  Bill  Hopkins  and  Stuart  Garrett,  June 
1990. 


FA9-4S 


Page  ^E-23.  Par.  6 

Indicates  that  no  suitable  habitat  occurs  on  the  Wlneaa  National  Forest  for 
Plecotus  totmsendli  twnaendli.  Suitable  habitat  does  occur  in  Oregon  and  is 
described  os  "...cultivated  valleys  bordered  by  deciduous  forests,  brush. 
Junipers,  end  pine  forests  * (Hopkins,  1990-Sensltive  Species  Guide  for  Area 
IV). 


P»8e  3E-23 

N»*eolus  oaericanus  is  documented  in  Oregon,  however,  this  species  was  not 
addressed  in  the  text.  This  species  should  be  addressed  as  to  potential 
effects  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  this  species  and  its  habitat.  Habitat  for 
this  species  includes:  aarshes,  beaches,  end  audflats. 


FA9-45 


Thank  you  for  Ihis  informalion.  No  response  required. 


FA9-46  Commeni  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3E. 


FA9-47  Comment  noted.  No  response  required. 


FA9-4S  The  referenced  discussion  pertains  to  California  and  not  Oregon  as  the  commentor  suggests.  See 
revised  Chapter  3E. 


FA9-49  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-48. 


FA-23 


10 


Page  3F-2.  Table  jF-1 


: correct.  Should  t 


Page  IF-l,  Table  3F-2 

Special-Status  Fish  That  May  Occur  In  Streaes  Along  the  PCT  Route. 

Modoc  sucker  la  listed  under  Caliromla. 

•Ilea  and  SO 

^e  existing  project. 

Page  3F-3.  Table  3F-2 


> Bonltor  the  efFects.  What 


Location  oF  suckers  c 


; giver 


Page  3F-S.  Par.  2 

Willow  Creek  (M.P.  k21)  Is  critical  habitat  For  rainbow  trout. 
Page  3F-S.  Par.  6,  Sent.  2 


Page  3H-1.  Par.  1 

This  paragraph  has  a discussion  on  how  additional  or  eodlFled  conpressor 
Facilities  aay  aFFect  the  environment.  InForastlon  supplied  by  the  Oregon 
Oepertaent  oF  Envlronaental  Quality.  Air  Quality  Section  Indicates  that 
CoBpressor  Station  11  was  expected  to  show  a slgnlFlcant  increase  In  MOx 
requiring  a re-peralttlng  under  the  PSD  rules.  (NOTE:  Forest  Service  will 
supply  Oregon  air  quality  contact  to  FERC  to  resolve  this  Issue  as  requested 
by  FERC.) 


I 


FA-24 


FA9-50  Comment  acccpicd.  See  revised  Table  BF- 1 . 


FA9-5I  Thank  you  for  this  information  which  is  renccled  in  revised  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-52  The  scientific  name  for  the  Lost  River  Sucker  was  provided  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service;  therefore,  staff  disagrees  with  the  proposed  change. 


FA9-S3  This  subject  is  discussed  in  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-54  In  order  to  protect  special-suius  species  from  increased  disturbance  from  humans,  no  specific 
locations  of  occurrence  arc  provided.  See  revised  Chapter  4F  for  additional  informauon  on  these 
suckers. 

FA9-S5  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-56  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-57  Only  those  compressor  stations  where  the  installation  of  additional  compression  is  proposed  (i.e.. 
Numbers  3,  5.  and  7)  would  enperience  increased  air  emissions.  The  re-permilting  of 
Compressor  Station  Number  1 1 , which  the  commentor  refers  to,  has  already  been  completed  and 
was  unrelated  to  the  proposed  PGT/PG&E  Expansion  Project.  This  rc-permitting  was  the  result 
of  the  routing  replacement  of  compressor  units  conducted  pursuant  to  18  CFR  2.SS. 


Ms.  Lois  Csshell 


FA9-S8 


Page  3H-1.  Par.  2 

Under  Regulstory  Requlreeents  section,  there  Is  no  Indication  of  distance  froa 
the  project  to  class  I and  11  areas.  Coapressor  Station  11  la  well  within  the 
100  ka  range  of  the  Mt.  Jefferson  Wilderness  to  the  west  (Class  I).  It  Is  also 
located  on  the  Crooked  River  Grassland  (Class  II).  Several  other  coapressor 
stations  along  the  Oregon  portion  of  the  PCT  line  are  slallarly  located  with 
regard  to  other  Class  1 and  Class  11  areas. 

Page  3H-3.  Par.  4 


In  Aablent  Air  Quality  section,  Oregon  is  virtually  not  discussed.  The  central 
Oregon  area  has  an  air  circulation  pattern  that  frequently  sees  air  stagnation 
periods  exceeding  several  days  In  length,  several  times  each  year.  There  are 
three  saall  urban  areas  within  l6  alles  of  Coapressor  station  11,  two  of  which 
ore  In  valleys  that  tend  to  have  frequent  temperature  Inversions.  The  Madras 
basin  to  the  west  of  Coapressor  station  II  and  the  Prlnevllle  valley  basin  to 
the  southeast  receive  the  station  emissions  regularly.  The  city  of  Bend  Is 
about  45  km  to  the  southwest  and  Is  occasionally  Impacted  by  emlsalons  from 
Compressor  station  11  and  more  frequently  from  Station  12  several  kilometers  to 
the  south  of  Bend.  The  central  Oregon  air  shed  Is  regularly  Impacted  by  a 
regional  haze  problem.  This  affects  visibility  on  both  Class  1 and  Class  11 
areas  ss  well  as  within  a half  dozen  small  urban  areas.  The  Air  Quality 
sections  of  the  project  EIS  does  not  address  the  contributions  from  the 
compressor  stations. 


Page  3H-1 

Environment  Air  Quality.  There  Is  no  discussion  of  PM-10  particles  nor  la 
their  any  discussion  on  the  Impacts  on  Class  1 air  sheds,  such  as  Crater  Lake 
National  Park,  If  debrla  created  by  clearing  the  right-of-way  Is  disposed  of  by 
burning. 

The  city  of  Klamath  Palls  Is  a nonattalnment  area  for  PN-10  particles. 

Currently  there  la  a voluntary  smoke  management  plan  In  place  that  has  an 
objective  of  preventing  smoke  Intrusions  Into  the  Klamath  Falls  area.  The 
current  Smoke  Management  Plan  Is  being  revised  and  the  area  around  Klameth 
Falls  will  probably  be  designated  as  a special  protection  zone.  This  will  lead 
to  Increased  restrictions  to  prevent  Impacts  on  Klamath  Falla. 

In  the  current  Smoke  Management  Plan  there  is  a restriction  on  burning  of 
forest  debris  from  July  4 to  Labor  Day  to  prevent  Impacts  on  Class  1 air 
sheds.  It  is  currently  proposed  to  change  to  a restriction  period  of  July  I to 
September  15. 

Page.  Section  TH 

This  chapter  only  mentions  dust  etc.  ss  temporary  hazards  to  air  quality  during 
the  construction  phase.  It  does  not  mention  the  smoke  that  would  bo  generated 
by  the  burning  of  slash  piles.  Although  this  would  only  be  temporary, 
coordination  to  bum  would  be  important  for  air  quality. 


FA9-S8 


Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3H. 


FA9-S9  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-38. 


FA9-60  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-S8. 


FA9-6I  See  revised  Chapter  3H. 


FA-25 


Na.  Lois  Cashell 


FA-26 


Pate.  Section  31 

FA9-62|  5uggest  that  this  chapter  aention  the  fact  that  there  wlU  not  be  an  increase 
I in  operatln*  nolae  level  at  Coapreeaor  Station  No.  12  since  the  eubdlvlalon 
I oenera  nearby  will  be  wondering  about  this. 

Page  ^J-1.  Par.  <1 


FA9-63 


Idaho  Pipeline  Crossings.  It  seems  the  sentence  that  addresses  crossing  28 
county  roads  and  railroads  at  eight  locations  say  have  Its  numbers  In  reverse 
order.  Also,  there  la  no  reference  to  Forest  roads  that  are  part  of  the 
affected  environment. 


Page.  Section  3K 

FA9-64|  -nii*  chapter  discussed  only  the  hazards  of  natural  gas.  Construction  hazards 
I such  as  traffic  use  on  public  roads,  blasting,  and  safe  access  across  the 
I pipeline  trench  could  be  discussed  here. 

Page  3M-1.  Par.  1 

FA9-65|  wording  should  be:  Cultural  Resource  Inventory,  not  “Study".  Study  Implies 
I more  In-depth  research  leading  to  determinations  of  eligibility  and  data 
I recovery. 

Page  Par.  2 

FA9-66|  sentence  implies  that  these  sites  are  not  eligible,  last  part  of 

I sentence  should  read:  . or  hove  yet  been  formally  determined  eligible  for.  the 
I NRHP. 


FA9-67 


Page  3M-6.  Per.  3 

Same  as  above. 


Page  3M-9.  Par.  3 

FA9-68|  Idaho  Native  American  Concerns.  Comments  concerning  the  Camp  Nine  Alternative 
I (if  developed)  need  to  be  solicited  from  the  Kutenai  Tribe.  They  were  not 
I consulted  regarding  this  possible  alternative  and  say  have  some  significant 
I concerns  about  this  route. 

Page  3M-9.  Par.  5 

FA9-69  I Coordinate  Cultural  Resource  activities  with  the  designated  representatives  of 
j the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Warm  Springs  Indian  Reservation. 


Page  4A-j.  Sec.  *<A.  Par.  5 

FA9*70 1 paragraph  discusses  the  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Northwest  Rift  Zone.  The 
I location  that  the  pipeline  crosses  this  fault  Is  inside  the  newly  designated 
I Newberry  National  Volcanic  Monument.  It  is  Important  therefore  that  the 


FA9-62  Increases  in  operating  noise  levels  will  only  occur  at  those  compressor  stations  where  additional 
compression  is  proposed  (i.e..  Numbers  3,  S,  and  7). 


FA9-63  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  30. 


FA9-64  The  primary  public  safety  issue  related  to  inlerslate  natural  gas  pipeline  projects  is  the 
implementation  of  proper  design  and  construction  safely  standards.  Secondary  safely  issues  such 
as  road  crossings,  blasting  and  safe  access  are  discussed  in  Chapters  2,  3J,  and  4J 


FA9-6S  Change  made.  See  revised  Chapter  3M. 


FA9-66  Change  made.  See  revised  Chapter  3M. 


FA9-67  Change  made.  See  revised  Chapter  3M. 


FA9-68  Comment  noted.  Consultation  with  all  tribes  exhibiting  interest  in  the  project  is  on-going.  PGT 
has  indicated  that  it  will  continue  consultation  on  matters  of  concern  to  Indian  tribes. 


FA9-69  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-68. 


FA9'70  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  safety  concerns  relating  to  pipeline  construction  within  a 
region  that  is  potentially  (seismically)  active  are  addressed  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph 
and  in  the  paragraph  below  it. 


Hs.  Lois  Cashell 


FA9-70 

(COOL) 


<ll.torb,u.c.  or  thl.  r.oiore  b,  kept  to  . .bo„  I,  i,  orop.ea.  So  « 

-ouXd  prefer  the  paragraph  state  the  pipeline  elll  be  constructed  to  aeet 


Page  4A-4.  Sec.  4A.  Par. 


Page  4A-7 

bebtlb.  This  .pook.  to  l.p.ot  on 

•ineral  resouroes  due  to  crosalng  by  the  gas  line.  An  lepact  to  the  elnerala 
resource  could  also  be  use  of  pit  and  quarry  aaterlals  for  the  pipeline 

-to..."  r^HoL:: 


Page  l<A-7 

wAar^f  S!*'  located  In  the  vicinity  of  the  gas  line  directly 

of  Beaver  Marsh.  Contact  Weyerhaeuser  Co.  and  Klaaath  County. 

Page  tlB-l 

Page  4B-S.  Par,  1 

Page  B-1-4  IV. 0 

Impacts.  T^a  context  of  theae  sections  considers  reduced 
^ of  agricultural  soils  only,  and  seeas  to  l.ply  coapactlon 
coIof^^  “““r**  on  agricultural  soils,  n^e  relative  lepact  of 


FA9-7< 


Page  <<B-2.  Par.  4.  Sent  a 

t.vl.ttoo.  Pro.  our  PI.„ 

S^ii^oi  prot.ctiv.  ...so...  ...t  b.  rti.a  ,tth  tb.  S.c«,t..,  or  th. 

la^eMntatlon  ”''***'  aPProval  by  the  Director  OPPB  prior  to 

Tf.  For..t  S.rvtc.  io..";,  L".  “rf  j'",?!  Jb'?'’'? 

Secret&rv  nc  r.--  i - * need  to  file  their  changes  with  the 

to  ..pti 

developed  and  approved  by  respective  Federal  Agencies. 


Page  4b-<i.  Per.  6 

First  Sentence  Should  Reed; 
ripper. 


depth  of  i)” , 


required,  using  a winged 


FA9-7I 


Thank  you  for  your  commeni.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  4A- 


FA9-72 


Thank  you  for  the  infomuiion.  Also  see  revised  Chapter  4A. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  An  important  concern,  for  which  our  Plan  was  originally 
developed,  is  the  long-term  effect  of  construction  (and  consequential  economic  impact  (o  a 
landowner)  on  agricultural  land.  Implementation  of  our  Plan  also  would  minimize  impacts  to 
forest  lands  and  range  lands. 


Thank  you  for  your  commeni.  The  requirement  to  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission 
any  deviations  from  our  Plan  that  arc  less  protective,  applies  to  the  project  applicant,  not  to 
Federal  cooperating  agencies.  Please  note  that  under  DEIS  Recommendation  No.  Ig 
(Chapter  6),  the  applicant  is  required  to  consult  with  authorities  from  the  appropriate  Naiional 
Forest  and/or  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Disinct  Offices  and  follow  their  restoration 
recommendations  even  if  these  recommendations  differ  from  those  that  appear  in  ApDendix  B 
of  the  FEIS. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  implication  that  a winged  ripper  should  be  used  to  scarify 
the  soil  to  a dcpih  of  4 inches,  or  as  required,  is  of  course  correct.  However,  pi**^**-  note  that 
the  context  of  the  sentence  is  what  PGT  staled  in  its  erosion  control  plan  that  it  would  do.  To 
this  effect  your  alleniion  is  called  to  PCJT’s  Preliminary  Erosion  Control  and  Restoration  Plan, 
item  No.  I , page  48,  which  contains  no  mention  of  a winged  npper.  Therefore,  the  sentence 
should  remain  unchanged. 


FA-27 


Ma.  Lola  Cashell 


Page  4B-S.  Par.  2 


FA9-76 


Topacll  Segregation  The  docuaent  talUa  about  etockplllng  topsoil  on  cultivated 
and  range  land,  but  does  not  aentlon  forested  areas.  The  volcanic  ash  surface 
soil  found  over  auch  of  the  IPNP  has  a high  cation  exchange  capacity  and  water 
holding  capacity  and  la  the  beat  aedlua  for  plant  growth.  It  should  be 
stockpiled  and  placed  back  on  top  the  subsoil  after  the  disturbance  Is 
coapleted.  Using  the  volcanic  ash  In  this  way  will  also  contribute  soee  native 
seed  to  the  revegetation  process. 


Page  i<B-6.  Par.  1 

FA9-77I  pevegetatlon.  One  eleaent  of  the  revegetation  prograa  not  discussed  In  this 

I part  of  the  draft  Is  the  planting  of  trees  on  KFS  lands  currently  In  a forested 
I condition.  This  requlreaent  has  been  presented  to  POT. 


FA9-78 


Page  4B-7.  Par.  5 

Weed  Control.  Add:  Kay  or  straw  used  for  dralnage/eroslon  control  aust  be 
obtained  locally. 

Early  detection  of  Invasion  of  weeds  la  essential.  Inventory  of  the 
revegstated  area  Is  essential  to  Insure  week  species  are  not  transported  Into 
the  area  by  project  activities.  Prevention  Is  the  preferred  aethod  of  weed 
control.  At  a alnlaua.  POT/PQE  aust  develop  procedures  for  cleaning  equlpaent 
that  are  sufficient  to  prevent  weed  seed  travel  via  dirt  on  equlpaent  during 
both  construction  and  revegetation  phases.  As  a prevention  aeasure,  It  Is 
recoaaended  that  all  e^ulpaent  be  washed  before  entering  the  project  area. 

If  Inventory  Identifies  areas  of  noxious  weed  establlshaent  of  a Vegetative 
Manageeent  Plan  and  an  analysis  of  the  plan  shall  be  prepared,  consistent 
guidance  given  by  the  Record  of  Decision  for  EIS  for  "Managing  Coepetlng  and 
Unwanted  Vegetation,"  USDA*Forest  Service,  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  Noveaber 
1968  and  subsequent  Mediated  Agreeaent  with  litigants. 

Activities  associated  with  this  pipeline  project  Including  site  preparation  by 
aechanlcal  aethods  and  other  vegetation  eanageaent.  Including  the  prevention  of 
Introduction  of  noxious  weeds  and  control  of  noxious  weeds  would  require 
project  design,  altlgatlon,  and  aonltorlng  seasures. 

Reference  Is  asde  to  "napweed"  (correctly  spelled  knapweed)  In  Bonner  and 
Kootenai  Counties  In  Idaho.  Boundary  County  should  be  listed  as  well. 

Page  4B-8.  Par.  5 


FA9-79 


Increased  Soli  Erosion.  A list  of  locations  Is  given  of  areas  . . . "having 
either  a aoderete  or  a high  susceptibility  to  water  and/or  wind  erosion."  Page 
3B-1  of  the  saae  docusenC  states  (that  In  Idaho)  "rehabilitation  potentisl  of 
aost  soils  Is  aoderate  to  low."  In  POT’s  docuaent  "RIght-of-Way  Restoration 
Overview",  the  soils  associated  with  Loop  1,  Boundary  County.  Milepost  0-20.1, 
the  erosion  potential  Index  is  6 which  Is  a aoderste  rating.  This  segoent 
should  be  added  to  the  Hat  on  page  9B-6. 


FA-28 


Thank  you  for  your  commenl.  ll  is  certainly  noi  our  inieniion  lo  minimize  the  importance  of 
appropriale  restoration  on  National  Forest  System  land.  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-74, 


FA9-T7  Thank  you  for  your  commenl. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  the  applicable  revisions  to  Chapter  4B.  Also,  please 
note  that  in  paragraph  5 and  in  Recommendation  No.  23  of  Chapter  6 we  recommend  that  POT 
develop  a weed  control  plan  in  coordination  with  appropriate  federal,  state,  and/or  local 
agencies. 


FA9-79  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  intent  of  the  list  on  page  4B-8  of  the  DEIS  was  to  show  only 
the  locations  of  relatively  large,  contiguous  segments  along  the  PGT  route  that  may  experience 
erosion  problems.  Our  independent  analysis  of  the  20. 1 mile-long  Loop  1 indicated  a moderate 
potential  for  soil  erosion  along  relatively  small  and  discontinuous  segments,  namely  along 
milepost  0 to  2,  5 to  6,  and  1 1 to  12.  Consequently,  these  segments  were  omitted  from  the  list. 
However,  non-inclusion  of  these  small,  discontinuous  segments  on  the  list  does  not  relieve  PGT 
from  undertaking  appropriale  restoration  of  its  right-of-way. 


Cuhell 


Ns.  Lois 

Page  Psf.  ^ 

>1 

I Last  sentence  should  state  (either  here  or  in  Chapter  6):  To  alnlaize  these 
I lapBcts  PGT  shall  develop....  * i«i*e  cnese 


Page  <<6-9.  Par.  4.  Sent.  2 


“PGT  would  consult  with  the  Forest  Service  district  authorities  for  each 
Nauonal  Forest  that  would  be  crossed  to  deterelne  the  suitable  criteria  for 
seeding  and  the  specific  seeding  recouendatlons  for  each  of  these  National 


Should  re.d--PCT  «>uld  cohiult  «lth  the  Fore.l  Sorvlc.  Hogional 
PCT/PGE  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Liaisons... 


Page  tlC-l.  Par.  1 

‘W"'”  f tooporor,  (1  ye.r) . .hurt  t,™  (1-3  yoor.l.  ohd 
A r?  ^ yaars  plus).  At  least  for  water  quality  Issues  the  State  OEQ 

cUM^ed  ***’““*  to  be 

Page  4C-1.  Par.  ^ 

If  probleas  were  encountered  with  the  first  pipeline  disclosure  of  those 
effects  asy  be  appropriate  here. 


FA»-B3| 


Page  Par.  ^ 

FA9-64|  of  aedlaent  pl^es  In  atreaas  is  incoaplete  without  inforaatlon 

aove  ^ aedlaent  la  likely  to  be  released,  how  far  sight  the  effects 

I Bove  downstreaa.  and  for  how  long  sight  the  effects  be  felt. 

Page  <lC-2.  Par.  <t 


FA»-8S 


dUh  regort  to  Incroosod  turbidity  of  reoiplont  uotcr  bodio.-It  1.  not  only 
tr^nJrf  u •thO.nb.nk  dUturbod.  but  tho  po.slblo  contributing  nron  (nren  of 
tronch  ^d  clo.rod  bud.)  th.t  .hould  bo  evnluntod.  »t  . .InlnunT  troneh 
.ore  •"  conply  ultb  Stnco  unter  gunlity  .tnndnrds  for  no 

core  then  o 10  percent  Increnne  In  turbidity  ebove  bnckground  level.. 


Page  4C-2.  Par.  6 

^Is  paragraph  describes  effects  of  sedlaent  on  dissolved  osygen.  T.ls  brings 
up  the  question  of  sedlaent  effects  on  fish  populations  e.g..*gill  abrasion 

5^[aen!«?ioI  ‘"‘*«Terence  with  feeding,  and  the  effect  of 

sediaentatlon  on  aacro-lnvertebrate  populations. 


FA9-87 1 


Page  Par.  U 

PuBice  soil  Is  porous 


the  soil  profile  often  lacks  a restrictive  layer. 


FA9-80  Thank  you  for  your  commeni.  Please  see  revised  Chapier  6. 


FA9-81  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revisions  in  Chapier  4B  and  Chapter  6, 


FA9-82  The  stale  DEQ's  definition  of  shon  term  impacts  would  correspond  to  the  suffs  definition  of 
temporary  impacts. 


FA9-83  The  paragraph  referenced  by  the  commenior  describes  the  sufFs  ’Cnieria  for  Determining 
Significance*.  As  such,  a discussion  of  impacts  is  inappropriate  here.  In  addition,  the  staff  is 
not  aware  that  any  problems  occurred  during  the  construction  of  the  existing  pipcJine, 

FA9-84  Site  specific  information  of  this  type  is  not  available  without  detailed  hydrologic  modeling. 

However,  based  on  the  staffs  extensive  experience  in  the  field  of  pipeline  construction, 
implementation  of  suffs  recommended  •Stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Miiigaiion 
Procedures*  will  ensure  that  consiruciion  related  impacts  are  not  significant. 

FA9-8S  The  Staffs  Procedures  (Appendix  C-3)  mandate  a 0 percent  increase  in  turbidity  as  a result  of 
trench  dewatering  activities. 


FA9-86  These  impacts  arc  discussed  in  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-87  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA-29 


C«shell 


16 


Ns.  Lois 


Pose  4C-4.  Psr.  2 

rA9-88|  jhe  potential  lapacts  associated  with  hydrostatic  testing.  In 

I particular  the  withdrawal  and  discharge  of  the  test  .ster—have  any 
I alternatives  to  this  aethod  been  esplored.  e.g.,  air? 


rA9-89 


Page  «lC-6,  Table  «lC-2 

Proposed  hydrostatic  test  withdrawal  locations  and  tlalng  for  the  POT  Project. 

Coaaenc:  Where  will  the  hydrostatic  test  withdrawal  location  be  for  section  6? 
It  wasn't  given  in  the  FEIR. 

Page  »iC-6.  Par.  1 


FA9-90 


The  physical  effect  of  the  discharge  of  hydrostatic  test  water  is  aentloned. 
What  about  water  quality  at  the  discharge  point,  e.g..  contaalnants  froa  the 
pipe  interior  including  aetals,  greases,  and  oils?  There  is  also  the  potential 
for  the  transfer  of  waterborne  pathogens  or  unwanted  species  of  insects  or  fish 
to  the  receiving  etreaa. 


Page  4C-9.  Par.  5 

lapacts  on  Qroxtndwater.  How  close  do  the  springs  and  wells  have  to  be  to  the 
pipeline  for  consideration  in  a aonitorlng  plan? 


Page  ilC-ll.  Par.  3 

FA9-92  I Staging  areas  should  be  required  to  have  a spill  plan  developed  and  spill 
1 sbateaent  asterlala  on  hand. 


Page  »IC-11.  Par.  4 

Silt  fences  and  haybale  filters  are  only  absteaent  aeasures  and  will  not 
prevent  the  flow  of  silt-laden  water  into  streaas.  The  project  should  be 
prepared  to  aeet  State  water  quality  standards  as  a contingency  aesaure. 

Page  <tC-12.  Par.  3 

IThe  "dry  crossing  technique"  used  to  cross  alnor  streaas  should  not  dewater  the 
stream  channel  for  lore  than  the  peraitted  right-of-way  width. 


FA9-93| 


Page  Par.  6 

Page  tiC-l4.  Table  4C-6 

Crossing  Procedures.  Seven  or  eight  Moyle  River  crossings  ere  identified  as 
aajor  river  crossings  requiring  site  specific  construction  plans  that  will  be 
subaltted  to  FERC  for  review  and  approval.  Moyle  River  crossing  is  the 
crossing  not  included.  Of  the  Moyle  River  crossings,  we  find  that  crossing  «7 
to  be  one  of  the  aost  sensitive  crossings  due  to  a wetland  and  pond  water  on 
one  side  of  the  river  and  a long  sustained  steep  slope  on  the  other  aide  of  the 
river.  We  would  highly  recoaaend  this  crossing  be  designated  and  reviewed  as 
the  other  seven  crossings. 


FA-30 


FA9-88  The  use  of  water  as  a medium  to  lest  (he  micgrily  of  natural  gas  pipelines  is  a standard  industry 
practice.  No  alternative  meihods  have  been  examined  by  either  Altamont  or  PGT  as  of  this 
lime. 

FA9-89  The  proposed  locations  contained  in  Chapter  4C  are  the  only  ones  identified  by  PGT  to  date. 


FA9-90  Available  data  indicates  that  hydrostatic  test  water  from  new  pipe  is  not  contaminated  with 
significajit  quantities  of  any  regulated  pollutant.  Concerns  regarding  the  transfer  of  waterborne 
pathogens  or  unwanted  species  of  insect  or  fish  are  best  addressed  by  the  appropriate  state 
permitting  agencies. 


FA9-9I  One  hundred  feel  See  revised  Chapter  4C. 


FA9-92  Comment  noted.  No  response  required. 


FA9-93  The  appropriate  state  permitting  agencies  are  free  to  impose  any  additional  measures  they  feel 
are  required  to  protect  water  quality. 


FA9-94  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9-95  The  staff  defines  a "major  river  crossing’  as  one  that  is  greater  than  100  feet  wide.  The 
proposed  Moyie  River  Crossing  No.  7 is  less  than  100  feel  wide.  However,  PGT  has  prepared 
siie-specific  consiruclion  and  restoration  plans  for  all  eight  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River 
pursuant  to  DEIS  Recommendation  No  25. 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell 


PA9-9S  For  each  of  the  crossings,  an  existing  condition  profile  should  be  coapleted  in 

(cool.)  order  to  return  the  effected  area  to  an  'as  is'  condition  upon  coapletlon  of 

the  project.  The  profile  should  Include  the  wetland  as  well.  Also,  on  table 
‘lC'3,  Moyle  River  crossing  #1  la  likely  to  occur  near  allepoat  0.3  (table  has 

9-3) 


Page  kC-13.  Par.  2 


FA9-96 


FA9-97 


This  paragraph  recognizes  that  hydrostatic  test  waters  aay  have  to  be  tested 
prior  to  discharge.  Measures  could  be  Included  here  that  address  situations 
where  State  water  quality  atandards  are  not  aet  following  testing. 


Page  40-13.  Par  3 

Page  4F-6.  Par.  1 

Increased  Risk  of  Erosion  and  Sedlaentatlon.  There  la  no  Mention  of  actions 
which  eight  Mitigate  the  effects  of  construction  at  the  eight  Moyle  River 
crossings.  Instead,  the  Mitigation  Mentioned  Is  another  alternative  whose 
effects  May  be  greater  for  other  resources.  Caap  Nine  should  be  viewed  as  an 
alternative  and  treated  as  such,  not  as  Mitigation. 

Page  kP-a.  Par,  k 


The  proper  nase  la  Crooksd  River  National  Orassland,  not  Qraaslanda.  Thla 
error  also  occurs  on  pages  3L-7  and  3L-12. 


FA9*99 


Page  kP-B.  See.  kP,  Par.  S 

"...Where  the  project  route  crosses  the  Deschutes  National  Forest,  access  to 
Newberry  Crater,  which  would  be  the  center  of  Newberry  National  Volcanic 
Nonuaent.  would  be  teeporarlly  disrupted  by  the  construction  of  the  pipeline." 
This  sentence  could  read:  "...Where  the  project  route  crosses  the  Deschutes 
National  Forest,  acccsa  to  Newberry  Crater,  which  Is  In  the  newly  designated 
Newberry  National  Volcanic  Nonuaent.  would  be  teaporarlly  disrupted  by  the 
construction  of  the  pipeline.  Blasting  on  the  portion  of  the  construction 
route  that  passes  nearest  to  Lava  River  Cave  would  disrupt  access  to  the  cave 
teaporarlly  also.  Measures  auat  be  stated  and  approved  In  Plans  of  Operation 
that  would  alnialse  effect  on  other  Forest  users." 


Soae  Mention  needs  to  be  aade  as  to  how  coordination  with  other  utilities  will 
be  done  since  there  are  cose  In  the  area  that  could  be  affected  by  the  pipeline 
construction. 


FA9-i00 


Page  <lE-3 

■Rare  plant  and  wildlife  surveys  were  conducted  along  the  proposed  POT  Project 
route  during  March-May  1990." 

This  tlae  of  year  say  be  inappropriate  for  sensitive  plant  surveys.  Other 
surveys  aay  be  necessary  to  Meet  Forest  Service  Regulations  on  flare  Plants. 


FA9-96 


This  issue  is  bcsl  addressed  by  the  appropriate  state  permitting  agency. 


The  Camp  Nine  Alternative  has  been  expressly  idcrtnned  by  the  staff  as  an  Aiiemaiive  rouic, 
and  not  as  potential  mitigation.  The  need  for  mitigation  is  addressed  in  Chapicr  6. 
Recommended  Mitigation  Measure  No.  25. 


FA9-98  Comment  accepted. 


FA9-99  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4D.  Coordinating  pipeline  conslniction  with  the 
owners  of  the  utilities  lines  that  would  be  crossed  is  a standard  construction  practice.  See 
addition  to  Chapter  2 in  "General  Construction  Procedures*. 


FA9-l(X)  Surveys  were  conducted  between  March  and  November  of  1990.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


FA-31 


Cashell 


FA-32 


Page  **E-5 


FAS- 101 


lapacta 


Mltigaclng  Neaaurea 


POT  and  Altaaont  Projecta. 


All  PGT/PCE  Loop  Conatnjctlon  croaalng  public  lands  adalnlatered  by  the  Forest 
Service  «111  coaply  with  the  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Manageaent  Plana  with 
seasonal  restrictions  Tor  wildlife,  special  wildlife,  vegetation,  aolls  and 
water,  noxious  weeds,  fire  restrictions  as  set  forth  In  the  Standards  and 
Guidelines,  unless  waiver  la  obtained  and  signed  off  by  a Forest  Supervisor  of 
each  National  Forest  crossed. 


Page  Par.  2,  Sent.  2 

*As  previously  discussed  In  Chapter  3E,  due  to  the  different  wetland 
identification  eethods  used  for  POT  and  Altaaont,  wetland  lapacta  for  POT  have 
aore  likely  been  underestlaated  and  wetland  lapacta  for  Altaaont  have  aost 
likely  been  overestlaated." 

Coaaent:  A wetland  aust  be  coapleied  on  the  NFS  lands.  Loop  #8  crosses  one 
and  Is  very  close  to  two  possible  vernal  pools  on  the  Modoc  and  Shasta  National 
Forests.  Who  will  prepare  the  application  for  the  license? 


Page  <lE-5.  Par.  S 

FA9-103I  Sentence  should  read:  However,  the  Forest  Service  will  require  planting 

I of  tree  seedlings... 

Page  4E-6.  Par.  2 

rA9-l04| 

I Noxious  Weeds.  Add:  Hay  or  straw  used  for  dralnage/eroslon  control  aust  be 
I obtained  locally. 

Page  kE-e,  Sec.  <IE 

FA9  1051  cattle  are  going  to  have  to  negotiate  the  open  trench.  Mitigation 

I aeasures  such  as  rasping  will  be  considered  and  approved  by  the  Forest  Service 
I In  a COM  Plan. 


Page  kE-6,  Par.  5,  Sent.  1 

“In  order  to  elnlalze  lapact  on  bird  species  that  would  utilize  the  pemanent 
right-of-way  for  breeding  purposes,  we  recosaend  that  the  applicants  not 
conduct  vegetation  aalntenance  of  the  right-of-way  prior  to  August  1 of  any 
year,  and  vegetation  aalntenance  be  perforaed  no  aore  frequently  than  once 
every  three  years.” 

Coaaent:  There  are  several  factors  which  would  dictate  the  tlalng  of 
aslntenance  on  right-of-way  over  the  NFS  lands,  such  as  fire  danger,  soil 
conditions,  tlalng  for  slash  disposal.  Mlnialtlng  the  lapact  to  bird  species 
would  not  be  one  of  the  factors  unless  the  species  Is  listed  as  sensitive, 
threatened,  or  endangered. 


FA9-10I  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9-I02  PGT  and/or  PG&E,  as  the  applicant  of  a pnvale  project  is  responsible  for  preparing  any 
Section  404  permit  applications  that  may  be  required. 


FA9-I03  The  referenced  paragraph  already  contains  this  information. 


FA9-I04  This  issue  is  discussed  in  Chapter  4B. 


FA9-103  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


FA9- 106  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  On  NFS-syslem  land,  the  Forest  Service  may  establish  restraints 
on  right-of-way  maintenance  activities  as  it  deems  necessary. 
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FA9-I07 

Pase  itE-8.  Par.  2 

TTils  portion  of  the  EIS  states  that  no  vetland  "loss*  would  occur.  Has  the 
threat  of  the  loss  of  the  water  table  through  trenching  or  fracturing  of 
ispereeable  bedrock  or  soil  been  consideredT  In  paragraph  3 the  threat  is  is 
recognised  but  long  ters  iapacts  not  addressed. 

FA9-I08 

Page  <IE-It.  Par.  1 

Annual  ryegrass  eay  not  be  the  best  choice  in  all  cases.  To  ensure  adequate 
and  rapid  revegatatlon  of  wet  areas,  a revegetatlon  plan  will  be  coapleted  by 
the  coepany  and  approved  by  the  Forest  Service. 

FA9-I09 

Page  «IE-11.  Par.  3 

Long  tere  activity  on  the  right-of-way  will  Include  eonltorlng.  Continuing 
coapaction  due  to  vehicle  traffic  should  be  evaluated. 

IForest  Service  realises  FERC  does  not  have  aost  current  Inforaatlon  on 
Special-Status  species  froe  POT.  We  Include  deficiencies  here  for 
docueentstion  purposes.) 

FA9-II0 

Page  <IE-12.  Par.  1 

®P*®*®^“Stotue  Plant  Species.  States  that  "two  FS-llsted  sensitive  plant 

species  nay  occur  along  the  pipeline  route ".  The  EPS  for  POT-PGi£ 

revealed  that  five  special  status  plants  were  encountered  in  Idaho  (p. 

Two  of  these  plants  are  FS-liated  sensitive,  which  would  require  aitlgatlon 
consideration,  and  the  other  three  are  listed  as  Watch  or  Review.  These 
special  status  plants,  along  with  those  found  in  Washington,  Oregon  and 
California,  are  listed  in  Table  *1.1-1  In  the  EPS  report.  This  table  is  current 
wd  contains  correct  Inforeatlon  as  coapared  to  Table  *IE-2  in  the  &E1S.  p. 

‘iE-l*i. 

FA9-m 

Page  *IE-12.  Par.  6 

Crlisly  Bear.  States  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  would  disturb  329  acres 
of  potential  grl**ly  bear  habitat  (Table  *lE-3).  The  project  does  not  occur 
within  any  grizzly  bear  unit  identified  in  the  grizzly  bear  recovery  zone. 

FA9-II2 

Page  IiE-l4.  Table  tlE-2 

Assessaent  of  Iapacts  on  Special-Status  Plant  Species  Along  the  POT  Route. 

Oregon  Special-Status  Plants.  Astragalus  peckll  was  found  along  the  pipeline 
right-of-way  between  M.P.  525  to  530  during  POT's  plant  survey  in  1990.  lapact 
froB  pipeline  ezpansion  activities  is  expected  and  aitlgatlon  aeasures  were 
proposed  in  POT's  final  plant  survey  report.  Soae  ststesent  should  appear  here 
referring  to  those  findings  and  recoaaendatlons. 

FA9-II3 

Add  Boirychiua  puBlcola,  which  was  found  on  the  Cheoult  Ranger  District  on  the 
Wineaa  National  Forest  during  1990.  and  extensively  on  the  Crescent  Ranger 
District  on  the  Deschutes  National  Forest  during  1990  in  habitats  siailar  to 
those  found  along  the  existing  POT  pipeline  right-of-way.  Add  the  plant  to 
Appendix  E-1  also. 

FA9-I07 


In  the  event  that  a perched  wetland  is  ’breached*  during  construction,  the  applicant  would  be 
responsible  for  re-establishing  the  impermeable  layer 


FA9-108 

Thank  you  for  this  informaiion.  No  response  required. 

FA9109 

Thank  you  for  your  commenl.  No  response  required. 

FA9II0 

The  staff  draws  the  commeniors  aiieniion  to  ihe  fact  ihe  definition  of  ’special  staius  species’ 
contained  in  PGT's  EPS  differs  from  that  used  by  the  staff  in  ihe  DEIS.  PGT's  definition 
includes  Naiural  Heritage  Program  - listed  species  (Watch  or  Review  List),  where  as  the  staff 
does  not.  Table  4E-2  and  Appendix  E-l  have  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  appropriate 
information  from  PGT’s  EPS. 

FA9-Ili 

Comment  accepted.  Sec  revised  Chapter  4E. 

FA9-U2 

Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 

FA9U3 

Staff  disagrees,  as  PCT  surveyed  the  Area  of  Potential  Affect  along  its  proposed  projeci  during 

1990  and  did  not  locate  any  individuals  of  this  species. 

FA-33 


Hs.  Lola  Caahell 
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Mlaulua  Jepsonll  does  not  occur  juat  near  high  aountaln  lakes.  It  la 
apparently  widespread  across  the  Deschutes  and  Wlneaa  National  Forests,  and 
potential  habitat  for  the  plant  could  occur  within  the  existing  PCT  pipeline 
rlghfor-way.  because  the  plant  occupies  disturbed  sites.  The  plant  should  be 
looked  for  during  plant  surveys  in  1991  (see  coaaent  below). 


Page  Itt-ll*.  Table  »IE2 

FA9-U5J  Niaulus  Jepsonll—acres  of  potential  habitat  shows  0 acres.  This 

I is  incorrect.  Mlaulua  has  been  located  extensively  on  Crescent  Ranger 
I District.  Deschutes  NF,  in  eaae  type  habitat. 

Page  <IE-19.  Table  4E-1 


FA9-II6  Coaaent  Section.  We  notice  that  no  coaaents  are  aade  concerning  the  positive 
sighting  of  Astragalus  peckll  in  Xlaaath  Co.  and  that  no  habitat  for  Mlaulus 
Jepsonil  la  found  along  the  pipeline.  Mlaulua  Jepsonll  is  found  on  disturbed 
puaice  soils,  asking  the  pipeline  on  the  Wlneaa  prlae  habitat.  We  recoaaend 
adding  a coaaent  about  the  Astragalus  peckll  and  further  coaaents  upon 
aitlgstion  (see  coaaents  above  and  below). 

Special-Status  Plant  Species.  Table  llsta  two  apeclal  status  plants  for 
Idaho.  The  inforastlon  is  outdated.  The  aost  current  Inforaatlon  is  present 
in  the  EPS  for  the  PCT/PC&E  report.  The  DEIS  and  the  EPS  contain  contradicting 
Inforaatlon.  The  DEIS  should  be  referring  to  the  coaprehenalva  survey  and 
coaplete  Inforaatlon  found  in  the  EPS  report. 

FA9-I17  symbol  I is  used  throughout  this  table.  There  Is  no  reference  as  to  what 

it  seans. 


Page  4E-17.  Table  kE-2 

Consent:  Erynglua  aathlasiae,  Mathlaa'  coyote-thistle  is  listed  as  Sensitive 
by  the  Forest  Service. 

Page  »<E-23.  Par.  4 

FA9-il9|  Harlequin  Duck.  The  Harlequin  Duck  breeds  at  very  few  sites  in  northern  Idaho. 
I so  the  crossing  of  the  Moyle  River  Is  proportionately  fairly  significant. 

I These  iapacts  can  be  aitlgated  provided  a Halted  operating  season  outside  of 
I their  breeding  season  is  used,  and  the  island,  as  noted,  is  protected. 


FA9-I>B| 


Page  *IE-31.  Sec.  <IE.  Par.  6 

FA9-120I  - gjj  vegetation  would  be  allowed  to  regenerate...*  Planting  (where 

I appropriate)  and  seeding  will  be  required  for  National  Forest  Systea  lands  in 
I CON  Plans. 


FA9-12I 


Page  l<E-33.  Far.  1 t H 

The  first  paragraph  on  thia  page  states  "These  vegetation  types  (l.e.  Grassland 
vegetation  types)  are  widespread  and  abundant  In  Oregon;  therefore  iapacts  are 
less  than  significant.’  Paragraph  9 on  the  saae  page  states,  "Disturbances  of 
6.3  acres  of  bluebunch  wheatgrsss-Sandburg  bluegrass  prairie  is  s significant 
lapact."  These  stateaents  appear  to  be  contradictory. 


FA-34 

FA9-II4 

Commenl  noted.  No  individuals  were  found  during  PGT's  1990  surveys.  See  revised 

Chapter  4E. 

FA9-M5 

See  response  to  Comment  FA9-kl4. 

FA9-I16 

See  response  (o  Commenl  FA9*1 10  and  FA9-1  IS. 

FA9-117 

The  symbols  t and  FS  are  used  interchangeably,  and  are  used  to  indicate  a Forest 

Service  - listed  sensitive  species. 

FA9-n8 

This  information  is  already  indicated  in  Table  4E-2  of  the  DEIS.  However,  please  note  the 
revisions  to  Table  4E-2. 

FA9-119 

Thanit  you  for  your  comment.  No  response  required. 

FA9-120 

Thank  you  for  this  commenl.  Please  see  Chapter  4B  for  a discussion  of  revegeiation  techniques. 

FA9-I21 

The  first  paragraph  referenced  refers  to  the  general  vegetative  types  crossed  by  PGT's  proposed 
facilities  (e  g.,  lodge  pole,  pine  forest,  ponderosa  pine  forest,  etc.)  while  the  second  suiement 
referenced  refers  to  a soecial  native  olant  community.  Therefore,  these  statements  are  not 
contradictory. 

I.  Uls  Cashell 


Page  4e-^3.  Par.  1 

FA9-I23I  , 

I l7  .i  JepsonU  la  Indicated  as  no  habitat.  TMa  la  Incorrect  Much 

Page 

FA9-I24I 

I ®^*^^**-  Closure  restrictions  as  stated  In  Forest 

I Service  Land  and  Resource  Manaceaent  Plans  and  COM  Plans  will  be  adher^  to. 


Page  «lE-33.  Sec.  <IE.  Par.  6 


“...Four  to  five  Totimsend-a  bats  hibernate  In  Lava  River  Caves  Park  " ‘mia 
li  ulfd^“'*r  • ‘he  uest  are  of  Lava  River  Cave.  ITio  east  ar^ 

Page  I<E-16.  Sec.  4E.  Par  i 

Page  4E-<il 


•^1  Isporcani 
I in  coaaer 


Page  4E-III.  par.  6 

‘r  H£ = —> 

corrlio^  iouid  “^5  'r  ■‘'"‘d  »*■<«  .Iir«Io„ 

activities  Id  kI  large  nuebera  of  deer  because  construction 

ouio  be  confined  to  seall  areas  and  coapleted  In  a short  tlee." 

Srearfor'T  «*  5*d  corridors.  If  the  trench  la  left  open  In  these 

would  JroblblJ  L Slsr^Dtld*  ‘?®  •‘•ration  period,  the  sule  deer  algratlon 


FA9-122 

Pleaie  see  revised  Chapter  4E. 

FA9-I23 

See  revised  Table  4E-2. 

FA9-124 

Thank  you  for  this  informaiion.  No  response  required. 

FA9125 

Cominent  accepted. 

FA9-I26 

Forest  Service  may  impose  on  PGT  whatever  survey  requirements  it  deems  necessary. 

However,  given  the  Forest  Service’s  concurrence  with  our  determination  of  no  direct  effect,  we 
do  not  see  the  need  for  the  FERC  staff  to  impose  such  a requirement. 

FA9-I27 

See  response  to  Comment  FA9-124. 

FA9-126 

Thank  you  for  this  informaiion.  No  response  required. 

FA-35 
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FA9-i2t 

(coeL) 


contcrucied  of  earthen  raapa.  The  top  eurrece  aould  be  about  80  feet  wide. 

The  croaalnga  would  allow  deer,  as  well  as  ocher  anlaala,  to  cross,  and  the 
reaps  would  peralt  anlaala  which  aay  have  fallen  In  the  trench  to  walk  out. 
Additionally,  the  pipe  lying  In  place  on  the  surface  nest  to  the  trench,  would 
have  breaks  In  it  every  400  feet. 


FAS- 129 


Pane  4E-41.  Par.  7 

The  EIS  listed  narrow  algratlon  corridors  on  the  Deschutes  NF  between  KP  474 
and  MP  478.  MF  '*79  ■''<1  ^ ^ ^ 

alnlBlxe  disruption  of  algratory  patterns,  "we  (DEIS)  recoaaend  that  POT  not 
construct  within  these  algratlon  corridors  during  the  algratlon  seasons  (April 
1 to  July  1 and  October  18  to  Deceaber  1).  Construction  within  wider  algratlon 
corridors  would  not  affect  large  nuabera  of  deer  because  construction 
activities  would  be  confined  to  aasll  areas  and  coapleted  In  a short  tlae." 


Our  concern  Is  for  the  wider  corridors.  If  the  trench  la  left  open  In  these 
sreas  for  1 or  2 days  during  the  peak  algratlon  period,  the  aule  deer  algratlon 
would  probably  be  disrupted.  This  will  be  addressed  In  COM  Plans. 


Paae  4E-43.  Par.  I 

FA9-I30|  pponghom  antelope  are  present  year-round  on  the  Grassland  between  Mud  Springs 
I Creek  and  the  Madras  coapreasor  station.  Closure  restrictions,  as  aentloned  In 
I coaaents  above,  will  be  adhered  to. 


FA9-I31 


Special-Status  Plant  Species.  Coaaent:  Erynglua  aathtaslae.  Mathias' 
coyote-thistle,  currently  listed  as  a Forest  Service  Sensitive  plant  was  not 
addressed.  The  pipeline  crosses  an  area  with  Coyote-thistle  at  MP  660.88  which 
aust  be  addressed. 


Page  4E-47.  Par.  3 

Coaaent:  It  should  be  aentloned  that  the  pipeline  will  run  adjacent  to  an 
I active  Bald  eagle  nest  and  pilot  tree. 


Page  4F-6.  Par.  I 

Hlnlalze  Clearing.  In  addition  to  a slte-apeclflc  construction,  restoration, 
aitlgatlon,  and  aonltorlng  plan  for  each  of  the  Moyle  River  Crossings,  a 
site-specific  enhanceaent  plan  to  laprove  fish  habitat  in  the  Moyle  River  and  a 
plan  to  provide  for  fish  passage  froa  the  Moyle  River  Into  the  Meadow  Creek 
drainage  beyond  the  exlatlng  fish  blockage  should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS. 

PCT,  thus  far,  has  been  willing  to  develop  an  enhanceaent  project  In  the  Moyle 
River  Valley.  Considering  the  current  condition  of  auch  of  the  reach  of  the 
river  above  their  last  crossing,  there  could  be  a net  benefit  to  the  river 
through  enhanceaent  efforts. 


Page  40-3.  Par.  2 

The  EIS  does  not  substantially  aeasure  or  discuss  social  effects,  l.e.  crlae. 
attitudes,  coaaunlty  cohesion,  social  conflicts,  etc.  or  direct  econoalc 
effects,  l.e.  Jobs,  incoae  crested,  etc. 


FA-36 


FA9-I29  See  response  lo  Commeni  FA9-128. 


FA9-i30  See  response  lo  Commeni  FA9-128- 


FA9-I31  The  FERC's  EIS  only  addresses  federally  listed  or  proposed  threaiened  and  endangered  species 
in  the  Stale  of  California.  Please  refer  to  the  CPUC's  DEIR  and  FEIR  for  a complete  discussion 
of  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  PGiiE's  non-jurisdiciional 
heilities. 

rA9  132  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


FA9  I33  See  revised  Chapter  4F. 


FA9-134  To  discuss  what  degree  the  project  may  result  in  these  social  effects  would  be  spccuUiive  at 
best.  As  suied  in  the  DEIS  concerning  impacts  on  public  services,  these  impacts  would  vary 
from  community  lo  community  depending  on  (he  number  of  non-local  workers  (and  any 
accompanying  family  members)  that  temporarily  reside  in  each  community,  how  long  they  stay, 
and  (he  size  of  the  communily.  Although  these  factors  arc  loo  vanable  to  accurately  predict  the 
severity  of  the  impact,  these  effects  would  be  shon-ierm  and  therefore,  are  not  eipccied  to  be 
significant. 


Csshell 
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Ms.  Lois 


Page  Tsble  <10-1 

I Table  «IC-1  lists  Increases  In  teaporary  population.  Looking  at  the  sap  it 
aeeaa  certain  cities,  such  as  Madras.  Bend,  and  Xlaaath  Falls  will  serve  as  a 
hub  for  activities  both  North  and  South,  and  thereFore  will  have  larger 
lapaccs.  ” 

Page  <<H-1 


FAS- 1 36 


Envlronaental  Consequences;  Air  Quality.  The  docuaent  needs  to  discuss  the 

on  PH-10  levels  within  the  urban  growth  area  of 
Klaaeih  Falls  (the  nonattalnaent  area)  and  on  Crater  Lake  National  Perk  (Class 
I air  shed).  It  also  needs  to  discuss  the  potential  lapacts  on  the  local 
coaaunities  (see  coaaent  3H).  It  should  also  discuss  the  lapacts  of  asoke  froa 
the  burning  of  right-of-way  debris  on  the  various  highways  In  the  area,  such  as 

""  s,... «« 


Mitigation  aeasurea  will  be  agreed  to  and  approved  In  COM  Plena. 


Page  tiH-l,  Sec.  tlH 


FA9-137| 


aentloned  aoae.here  In  this  chapter  that  saohe  froa  slash 
J ■l'-  A .Itlg.tlon  .AuurA  to 

be  added.  Burning  will  be  done  In  accordance  with  State  and  Federal 
regulations. 


Page  4h-2.  Par.  S 

Coapressor  Station  11  (and  several  others  In  Oregon,  Stations  12 
!r  Olscusslons  among  Bob  Bachaan  (Region  6 Forest 

Service  Air  Quality  Specialist.  Portland.  OH).  Larry  Miller  (Oregon  O.B  Q Air 
Quality,  Portiand.  OR)  and  Harry  Clagg  (Ochoco  National  Forest.  Prlnevllle.  OR) 
deteralned  that  CMpressor  Station  11  does  Indeed  exceed  federal  PSD 
tnreshoids.  It  therefore  should  be  Included  In  Table  kH-l  exi^iMo  awn 
PRO^SEO  CO^E^H  STATION  AIR  EMISSIONS  «*d  ij  Se^iJ^aUve  of  the 

section  ^IMPACTS  AND  MITIGATION  MEASURES  SPECIFIC  TO  THE  POT  PROJECT  The 
present  PSD  Peralt  Request  being  considered  by  Oregon's  DEQ  shows  that 
NOx  ealsslons  of  538  tons/year  and  la 
expected  to  increase  by  59  tons/year  for  a total  of  597  tons/year. 

of  discussion  on  altlgstlon  aeasures  for  those  stations  within 
Some  discussion  of  Best  Available 

Control  Technology  (BACT)  and  an  estlaate  of  the  likely  hood  of  success. 

Page  *11-1.  Sec.  4l 


FA9-I39| 


^ stateaent  ahould  be  sade  In  this  chapter  that  there  will  be 
operation  noise  at  Coapressor  Station  No.  12. 


Increase  In 


Page  lH-2.  Par.  1,  Sent.  6 
FA9-140I  _ 

that*PCT'Ti?»*L^^'*  ‘***‘*"  ^ ochleved.  we  recouend 

analyses  with  the  Coaalsslon  for  Its  proposed  coapressor 
I additions  prior  to  the  lasuance  of  the  final  BIS." 


FA9-135 

The  progression  of  (he  consirucUon  process  would  cause  Ihe  personnel  u>  disperse  ihroughoul 
(he  area  covered  by  each  spread.  Therefore,  any  analysis  of  impacu  on  any  communily  would 
rely  on  variables  that  would  malce  il  purely  speculative. 

FA9-136 

Thank  you  for  this  inforinalion.  See  revised  Chapters  3H  and  4H 

FA9-137 

See  response  (0  Comment  FA9-136. 

FA9-I38 

See  response  to  Comment  FA9-S7. 

FA9-139 

Comment  noted. 

FA9-I40 

PG&E  does  not  plan  to  install  additional  compression  at  the  Tionesia  Compression  Siaiion. 

FA-37 


Ms.  Lois  Csshell 


FA9-140 

(COBL) 

Cowent:  Tlonests  Cospressor  station  (HP  637.1}  is  within  the  Modoc  National 
Forest.  Will  It  be  enpanded?  The  EIR  did  not  address. 

FA9-14I 

Pace  <«J-1.  Par.  2 

Many  of  the  rosds  to  be  utilised  on  National  Forest  are  low  standard  roads. 
Increased  trsfric  snd  larfe  vehicle  sites  could  cause  daasge  or  require 
reconstruction  and  upgrading. 

FA9-I42 

Pace  4J*2.  Par.  1 

A CON  Plan  will  be  coapleted  that  addresses  Increased  traFric  on  Forest 
Oevelopaent  Rosds. 

FA9-143 

Pace  4L-4.  Par  1 

Minlaizc  Clearing.  In  addition,  the  planting  of  large  balled  conifers  should 
be  pert  of  visual  resource  plan  to  be  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  or  BLN. 

FA9-144 

Psee  4L*4.  Par.  ^ 

Ninlalze  Stress  Crossing  Ispact.  Add  the  etetesent,  as  In  the  road  crossings: 
A screen  of  trees  should  be  left  in  place  or  planted  across  the  right-of-way  a 
river  crossings  In  forested  areas. 

FA9-145 

Pace  4L-4.  Par.  7 

HP  0.2-13.6'  VQO:  Ratentlon.  The  area  along  the  Eileen  Road  is  alao  to  be 
aanaged  for  the  visual  quality  objective  of  retention.  Therefore,  correct  HP 
0.2-13-6  to  read  0.2-20.1.  This  la  the  sase  as  along  the  Moyle  River  Road. 

FA9-146 

Pate  4L-4.  Par.  7 

Page  (|L-S.  Par.  1 

was  strategically  pieced  to  advise  the  public  - eming  of  Che  short  tere 

lapaccs  to  the  area.  This  does  not  really  isprove  the  visual  ispact  but  would 
reduce  confusion  and  slsunderstandlnga  about  Che  changes  to  their  recreation 
area. 

FA9-I47 

Page  4L-S.  Par.  A 

HP  4650-511 -2.  VOO:  Retention.  In  order  to  assure  Retention  of  visual 
quality,  a CON  Plan  will  be  coapleted  by  PCT  and  approved  by  the  Forest 

Service. 

FA9-UB 

Page  4l-7 

HP  519-5,  VQO:  Retention.  The  only  additional  clearing  of  trees  at  this 
location  would  be  for  tesporsry  workspace.  A COM  Plan  will  be  approved  by  the 
Forest  Service  Co  assure  Retention  of  viaua-  q-..sllty.  This  will  alnlalse  the 
long-tera  Ispacts:  short-tera  lapscts  would  not  be  significant. 

FA9-14I 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9- 1 42  See  response  to  Comment  FA9- 141. 

FA9-I43  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 

FA9-144  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 

FA9-145  Change  made.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 

FA9-146  Ttiis  meajure  is  belter  suited  for  the  COM  Plan  because  our  requited  imligaliou  applies  to 
primarily  on  federally  managed  land. 

FA9-I47  Comment  noted.  No  response  required. 


FA9-I48 


Comment  noted.  No  response  required. 


Ms.  Lola  Cashel  1 
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Pajce  <IM-1.  Per.  I 

FA9-M0| 

1 Lest  eencence  ahould  read:  Nltlfacive  Measures  "will*  Include  rerouting  the 
I project,  etc 


FA9-I50 


FA9-15I 


Page  Par.  1 

DEIS  needs  to  state  eore  clearly  that  FEDC  Must  aubelt  cultural  resource  si 
deterelnstlons  of  NRKP  Eligibility  to  SHPO's  prior  to  consulting  with  sane 
Deterelnstlons  oT  Effect.  Include  appropriate  Federal  agencies  In 

Page  «lM-2.  Per.  U 


CooMent:  The  field  survey  Is  not  cosplete  for  the  APE. 


Page  4m-2.  Par.  5 

FA9  1521  Cooeent:  Applicants  aust  be  required  to  eeet  these  conditions  In  order  to 
I coeply  with  the  NHPA.  Recooaendlng  that  they  do  so  Is  not  sufficient. 

Page  Par.  2.  Sent.  I and  2 

ICooaent:  Sentences  are  Inconsistent.  The  entire  APA  has  not  been  inventoried 
because  areas  outside  of  the  pipeline  route  are  not  Included  in  the  inventory. 

Page  Par.  5 

I Paragraph  needs  to  indicate  that  there  are  still  * nuaber  of  cultural  resource 
sites  outstanding  to  be  subaltted  to  SHPO's  for  Oeteralnatlon  of  HRHP 
Eligibility. 


Page  IlH-lO,  Par.  5 

The  survey  of  the  APE  for  paleontological  resources  will  be  coapleted  and 
analyzed  in  a NEPA  fraaawork  prior  to  construction  activities. 

Page  4M-12.  Par.  2.  I 


Rather  than  discussing  lapacts  or  effects,  once  again  the  stateaent  is  aade  or 
laplled  that  surveys  are  needed  and  foraations  are  known  to  contain 
paleontological  resources  (e.g..  John  Day  Porastlon) . 

Mention  of  how  PGT  would  coordinate  with  other  utilities  during  construction, 
and  possible  cuaulatlve  effects  of  aore  that  one  project  occurring  could  be 
aentloned  here. 


I Cuaulatlve  lapacts.  It  la  difficult  to  address  cuaulatlve  effects,  especially 
when  your  analysis  basically  consist  of  qualitative  Inforaatlon.  However, 
throughout  the  docuaent.  there  are  nuaerous  references  to  cuaulatlve  water 
quality  ispscts  to  the  Moyle  River  (l.e.,  ‘)C-13.  Par.  4)  but  there  is  no 


FA9-U9  Comment  accepled.  See  reviled  Chapter  4M. 


FA9-J50  See  reviled  Chapter  4M. 


Phase  1 testing  has  been  completed  for  the  APE  as  defined  in  the  text.  The  FERC  tuff 
acknowledges  that  the  further  testing  recommended  in  the  Phase  I repon  has  not  been 
completed,  and  that  certain  areas  such  as  laydown  yards  have  yet  to  be  defined.  Survey  will  be 
required  in  these  areas. 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  sUffs  recommended  condition  is  sufficient  to  ensure  that 
the  FERC  complies  with  its  responsibiliues  under  Section  106  of  the  NHPA. 


The  APE  as  defined  in  the  Phase  1 report  has  been  surveyed.  POT  is  not  required  to  survey 
areas  outside  the  APE.  Survey  will  be  required  of  those  areas  (such  as  laydown  and  pipe 


storage  yards)  which 
Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4M 


defined  at  the  time  of  the  original  survey. 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


'A9-IS6  Paleontology  impacts  arc  discussed  on  page  4M-I0. 


■A9-i57  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  5. 


FA-39 


Cftshell 
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FA9-157 

(COOL) 


reference  to  It  In  cueuletlve  iepacte  eectlon.  Vou  aay  have  to  quality  the 
•.lailna  eater  quality  condition  and  alao  atate  hoe  auch  you  expect  to  change 
Jor"or  ho-  loo,.  The  topic  of  ..tor  ,o.lll,  1.  -or,  l.port~.t  u rol.to.  to 
Hoyie  River  but  which  ia  handled  rather  vaguely. 


No  reference  ia  eade  to  the  neceaaary  coordination  with  other  utilities,  such 
as  phone  lines,  electrical  facilities,  etc. 


Paae  S-2.  Par.  2 

For  the  POT  portion  of  the  line  it  oentions  only  three  stations  havii^ 
increased  eeiasions  and  diaaisaes  thea  as  not  *J} 

ave  increases  associated  with  the  increased  volume  of  an  additional  line  to 
DuBP  as  well  as  the  Increased  coepreasor  capacity  at  the  three  stations 
aentioned.  There  should  be  a cuaulative  affecta  dlecuaaion  of  the  c^pressor 
Btationa  as  they  affect  local  air  aheds  in  conjunction  with  other  eelsaion 
sources  such  as  urban  area  traffic  and  industry,  agricultural  burning,  slash 
burnina  and  wood  stove  aaoke.  The  control  Oregon  and  Klaaath  Basina  ere  two 
areas  whore  the  tranaeisalon  line  N0»  eelaalons  ere  bound  to  exert  a cuaulative 


FA9-159 


Paee  6-9.  Par.  2.  Table  6-1 

The  discussion  on  air  quality  and  Table  6-1  needs  to  be  updated  to  reflect  at 
least  3 coepreasor  stations  having  significant  increases  in  KOx  ealsalOM. 

There  is  no  mention  of  required  use  of  BACT  for  reducing  NOx  eeiaelons  froa  the 
coapressor  stations  in  Oregon. 


FA9160| 


Paae  6-31.  *17 
Replace  "should* 


"will*. 


Page  6-32 


FA9-I61 


FERC  Staff  Becoaaended  Mitigation  Measures  for  the  POT  Project.  Soaewhore  in 
this  section  the  following  statement  should  appear:  POT  shall  comply  with  the 
Standards  and  Guidelines  of  the  Land  and  Resource  Manageaent  Plan  of  each 
National  Forest  Involved  in  the  POT  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project. 


FA9I62 


Coordination  should  be  dons 
pipeline. 


other  utilities  in  the  vicinity  of  the 


Any  bedding  material  for  the  pipe,  fill  needs,  etc.,  should  be  obtained  from 
the  iaaediate  area  to  avoid  introducing  species  into  the  area  that  are  not 
coepatlble  with  existing  species  or  introducing  noxious  weeds. 


Any  strew  or  aulch  aaterial  used  to  control  erosion  should  also  be  obtained 
froa  the  iaaediate  area. 


POT  aust  perform  a snag  analysis  and  develop  COM  Plans  for  snag  replacement. 

Many  areas  on  the  Deschutes  and  Wlneaa  National  Forests  are  close  to  the 
alnlBua  for  big  gaae  cover.  A COM  Plan  will  be  developed  by  POT  and  approved 
by  the  Forest  Service  to  aalntaln  adequate  cover. 


FA-40 


FA9-J58 

Staff  disagrees  with  this  statement.  Any  increases  in  emissions  from  existing  stations  will  be 
negligible,  and  these  station  would  be  required  to  operate  within  the  terms  set  by  their  PSD 
permits. 

FA9-159 

The  referenced  paragraph  and  table  already  contain  this  information. 

FA9-160 

Comment  noted. 

FA9-I61 

Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  6. 

FA9162 

The  staff  believes  that  the  development  and  imposition  of  these  recommendations  is  best  left  to 
the  Forest  Service's  permitting  process,  as  agr^  to  by  the  FERC  staff  and  the  Forest  Service 
in  our  coordination  meeting  held  in  Elend,  Oregon  on  February  28,  1991. 

Ckshell 
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FA9-162 

(coot) 


Forest  Service  requests  PCT  to  review  their  30'  orraet  requlreeent  for  ell  the 
new  pipe.  First  drawings  we  saw  showed  a 20'  offset  except  In  lava  rock 
areas.  Forest  Service  prefers  a 20'  offset  In  aost  areas  of  the  pipeline. 

The  crossing  of  highway  97  Is  on  Gilchrist  tlaber  coopany  land.  The  Forest 
Service  requests  trestaent  of  this  crossing  slallar  to  National  Forest  Land  as 
aost  people  believe  they  are  viewing  National  Forest  lands  when  driving  down 
highway  97.  A CON  Plan  would  be  agreed  to  for  this  section. 


The  scope  of  the  expansion  of  Coapressor  Station  No.  12,  Deschutes  National 
Forest,  needs  to  be  defined  and  arrangeaents  aade  with  the  Forest  Service  for 
specific  alligation  eeasures  that  alght  be  needed  concerning  the  ownera  In  the 
nearby  subdivision. 

Page  6-33.  Per,  jl 

The  "FENC  Staff  Recoaaended  Mitigation  Measures  for  the  POT  Project*  nuaber  31 
Is  consistent  with  the  recoaaendntlon  to  not  construct  within  the  aule  deer 
algratlon  corridors  between  alls  posts  listed  In  the  above  consent.  COM  Plans 
will  be  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  for  additional  eeasures  necessary  to 
protect  algratlon  of  aule  deer,  especially  In  the  wider  nltlgatlon  corridors. 

Page  6-32,  <40 

Add  sentence:  Evaluations  will  be  coapleted  prior  to  clearing. 

Page  6-34,  Par. 


Page  6-36,  Par.  3 

It  Is  unknown  what  cultural  resources  aay  lie  under  the  pualce  layer  resulting 
fros  the  Mt.  Mazass  eruption.  Therefore,  a COM  Plan  will  address  appropriate 
eeasures  to  ensure  deeply  layered  cultural  resources  are  protected  as  required 
by  State  and  Federal  law. 


Erosion  Control,  Revegetation  and  Maintenance  Plan.  A final  restoration  plan 
(CON  Plan)  will  be  coapleted  by  PQT/POE  in  conjunction  with  and  approved  by  the 
Forest  Service. 

Page  B-l-t|.  Part  IV.  C 

’Test  for  soil  cospactlon  across  the  project  right-of-way  In  agricultural 


FA9-I63  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


FA9-I64  The  word  ’consiruciion*.  as  used  in  the  referenced  mitigation  measure,  encompasses  clearing 
and  other  earth  disturbing  activities.  Therefore,  no  change  is  required. 


FA9-I65  The  comment  probably  refers  to  Condition  No.  40  versus  Paragraph  4.  See  revised  Condition 
No.  40. 


FA9-166  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


FA9-i67  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-166. 


FA9-I6S  See  response  to  Comment  FA9-167. 


FA-41 


FA-42 

lU.  Loll  Ceahell 


FA9‘16S|  co^gnt;  Soil  coopictlon  !•  often  • proble*  for  treo  ind  ahrub  developaent  on 
(cool.)  I foreated  landa.  Taaia  for  aoll  coapactlon  ahould  b«  run  In  National  Foraat 
I Systea  Landa  whore  treea  and  ahruba  will  be  planted. 


Pace  B-1-5.  V 

Revefetatlon,  A.  General  Reoulreaenta. 

Coaaent:  Solla  on  the  NFS  landa  ahould  be  tented  for  varloua  additives  needed 
and  applied  to  achieve  an  appropriate  growth  aedlua  so  revegetation  will  be 
successful. 

Pate  B-l-S.  Part  F 


FA9I70 


Coaaent:  The  Poreat  Service  R-5  standards  for  "slope  breakers" 
la  as  follows: 


water  bars 


X Slope 

1 - 6 
7 - 9 
10  - 111 
15  - 20 
21  • 40 
4l  - 60 


Erosion  Hazard  Rating  for  Aren 


Low  Ned.  High 

(feet)  (feet)  (feet) 

*100  350  300 

300  250  200 

200  175  150 

150  120  90 

90  70  50 

50  40  25 


FA9-I69  This  issue  is  adequately  addressed  in  Chapters  4B  and  6. 


FA9-I70  The  Forest  Service  may  impose  its  own  standards  on  the  applicants  when  constructing  across 
National  Forest  System  lands. 


Pane  B-1-6  A. 


Vll. 


FA9-I71 


Revegetation  and  rehabilitation  plans  suat  aeet  agency  aalntenance  end  results 
standards.  Standards  and  length  of  tera  for  PGT/PQE  responsibility  In  ensuring 
adequate  revegetatlon/rehabllltatlon  will  be  deteralned  through  the  Plans  of 
Operation  (Restoration  Plan).  Forest  Service  will  approve  Restoration  Plan  and 
tera  of  liability. 


COM  Plans  will  be  written  by  POT/POE  and  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  for 
revegetation  and  rehabilitation. 


FA9-172 


Application  of  herbicides  and  other  vegetative  sanageaent  of  unwanted 
vegetation  aust  confora  to  the  Vegetative  Manageaent  EIS  and  aediated  agreeaent 
by  the  Regional  Forester  R'6.  on  public  lands  adalnlstered  by  the  Wlneaa, 
Ochoco.  and  Deschutes  National  Forests. 


(Note  to  FQiC:  It  la  of  utaost  laportance  this  reference  la  aade  to  the 
Vegetative  Manageaent  EIS  In  the  FERC  EIS.  If  this  reference  la  not  aade. 
National  Forests  in  Oregon  will  not  be  able  to  Issue  a Record  of  Decision  to 
consent  to  the  Grant  based  on  PEBC's  EIS.) 


FA9-17I  See  respemse  10  Commenls  FA9-I68  and  FA9-I70. 


FA9'I72  Commeni  noted.  See  revised  Appendix  B-I. 


Hs.  Lois  Csshell 
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FA9-I73 


Pass  B-i-9.  Part  F 

Couent:  The  Forest  Service  Mill  provide  the  percent  cover  standards  by  slle 
post  for  detersinlng  If  rovegeiatlon  la  successful.  It  Is  stated  that  "The 
Envlronsental  Inspector  shall  deteralne  whether  or  not  reseeding  la  required.’ 
The  Forest  Service  Regional  Liaisons  along  with  the  Envlronaental  Inspector 
shall  determine  whether  or  not  reseeding  Is  required  on  the  National  Forest 
Systes  Lands. 

Pane  C-3-1.  Ites  1-A-l 


FA9-174 


The  statesent  that  staging  areas  will  be  located  $0  feet  away  fro*  the  wetland 
edge,  "where  topographic  conditions  peralt*  say  not  produce  effects  desired. 
Perhaps  leaving  off  ‘where  topographic  conditions  peralt"  would  leave  a 
stronger  ststeaent  capable  of  ensuring  desired  results. 


Pane  C-3-l.  Ites  I-B-1 


FA9*17S|  xs  unclear  whether  the  10  feet  la  to  be  seasured  froa  the  high  water  aark  or 
I the  low  water  level. 


Pare  C-3-2.  Itea  I-D-4 

FA9-176|  -The  ststeaent  that  streaa  crossings  will  be  as  perpendicular  to  the  axis  of  the 
I channel  "as  engineering  and  routing  conditions  perelt"  say  not  produce  desired 
I effects.  Perhaps  a stronger  statesent  could  be  Inserted. 

Page  C-3-S.  Iteas  D-2.  3 

FA9-177I  £j.^jxon  control  aeasures  described  here  fall  to  discuss  what  size  or  Intensity 
I of  cllaatlc  event  they  sight  be  designed  to  deal  with. 


FA9-I7B 


Page  E-1-1.  Appendix  E-l 

The  following  species  should  also  be  considered:  Astragalus 
Astragalus  howellil  var.  howellll.  Astragalus  dlaphanus  vai 
Astrsglus  dlaphanus  var.  dlumus. 

Page  E-l-l,  Appenslx  E-l. 


howellll. 
r.  dlaphanus,  and 


FA9-179|  PCT  Special-Status  Plant  Species.  Astragalus  peckll.  Indicate  that  this 
I species  was  found  between  H.P.  525  and  M.P.  530. 


FA9-180|  Niaulus  Jepsonll.  The  current  taaonoay  and  status  of  this  plant  is  being 

I reviewed.  The  plant  has  a high  probability  of  occurrence  along  the  existing 
I PGX  right-of-way. 


Page  El-l,  Appendix  E-l 


FA9-I8I 


Special  status  plant  species  that  aay  occur  along  the  pipeline. . .Thia  table, 
which  lists  sensitive  plants  that  aay  occur  along  the  pipeline,  is  different 
froa  Table  <iE-2  on  page  (IE-19.  If  the  table  In  Appendix  E-l  Is  true,  then  w« 
are  concerned  that  the  following  species  were  neglected  during  the  survey: 
Sllene  nuda  ssp.  Inaectlvora,  Botrychlua  pualcola,  Castilleja  chlortlca  and 


FA9-173 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  re<)uire(l. 


FA9-I74  TTie  staff  believes  that  its  recommended  procedures  are  sufficient  to  minimize  environmental 
impact  to  (he  maximum  extent  practicable.  No  change  is  required. 


FA9-17S  The  10  foot  width  is  measured  based  on  actual  water  condition  at  the  lime  of  construction. 


FA9-176  See  response  to  Comment  FA9- 174. 


FA9-177  Erosion  control  procedures  are  designed  to  deal  with  climatic  conditions  reasonably  expected  to 
occur  during  construction. 


FA9-178  As  previously  discussed,  ihese  species  do  nol  meet  the  FERC  staffs  definition  of  ‘Special-Status 
Species*. 


FA9-179  Comment  noted. 

FA9-180  Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  revised  Table  4E-2. 


FA9-18I  Appendix  E-l  and  Table  4E-2  have  been  revised  to  present  consistent  information  regarding 
FERC  • defined  special-status  plant  species 
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FA-44 


FA9'ltl|  Thelypodlu*  brschcarpua;  If  Table  3 la  true,  then  we  are  concerned  that 
(COOL)  I Perlderdla  erythrorhlxa  and  Caatllleja  chlortlca  were  neglected  during  the 
I survey. 

Page  E-1-4.  Appendla  E-l 


FA»-I82 


Couent:  Laaaen  National  Foreat  Botanist  has  stated  that  there  are  no  known 
populations  of  Prltlllarla  eastwoodiae  (Butte  County  frltlllary).  Frltlllarla 
pluriflors,  (Adobe  Illy),  and  Mleulus  pygeaeus,  (Plgey  eonkeyflower)  on  the 
Shasta  National  Forest  adelnlstered  by  the  Lassen  National  Forest  or  the  Lesser 
National  Forest  In  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline. 


Page  E-1-5.  Appendix  E-l 

Coaaents:  Poa  flbrata  (Lassen  County  blue  grass)  has  been  delisted  as  a Forest 
Service  sensitive  plant.  It  Is  still  a C2  candidate. 

Page  E-l-S.  Appendix  E-l 

FA9-I64  I coaaent:  Strepthanthua  shastensls  (Pitt  River  Jewelflower)  Is  given  the 

I Federal  listing  status  of  ”R*.  What  does  "R"  stand  for?  It  la  not  listed  In 
I the  key. 


FA9  1831 


FA9-182  Ttunlc  you  for  this  iflformaiion. 


FA9-IB3  Thank  you  for  (hit  information. 


FA9-I84 


This  is  a typographical 


r.  Please  see  revised  Appendix  £-1. 


Mt.  Lolm  Cuhell 


Site  Specific  Mltlfetlon  Meesurce  U>  Consider  for  COM  Plena  In  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Reglw).  Note:  This  list  la  not  coaplete  and  will  be  refined  and 
added  to  while  working  with  PCT: 

General 

A POT/PCIE  liaison  will  be  designated  for  each  Forest  Service  Regional 
Coordinator  during  the  construction  phase. 

Page  2-3.  Par.  3 

On  antelope  winter  range,  fences  aust  be  reconstructed  according  to  the 
following  guidelines:  Topwlre:  Not  sore  than  <10  inches  above  the  ground. 
Bottoa  wire:  Saooth  wire  at  least  16  Inches  above  the  ground. 


Page  2-11,  Par.  5 

Ochoco  National  Forest.  Land  aanagesent  activities  will  be  planned  to  achieve 
effective  ground  cover  as  defined  by  the  following  classes: 


Soil  Resource  Inventory 
Erosion  Hazard  Class 


Moderate 
Severe 
Very  Severe 

Soil  Resource  Inventory 
Erosion  Hszsrd  Class 

Low 

Noderste 
Severe 
Very  Severe 


Nlnlaua  % Effective 
Ground  Cover,  1st  Year 

20-30 

30-‘l0 

50-60 

60-75 

MlnlauB  X Effective 
Ground  Cover.  2nd  year 

30-<)0 

<t0-50 

60-75 

75-90 


The  erosion  hazard  class  Is  defined  and  units  tapped  In  the  Soli  Resource 
Inventory,  Ochoco  National  Forest.  Paulson.  1977. 


Effective  ground  cover  Is  defined  es  the  basal  area  of  perennial  vegetation, 
plus  litter  end  coarse  frsgsents  greater  than  2aB  sizes),  including  tree  crowns 
and  shrubs  that  are  in  direct  contact  with  the  ground.  Exceptions  aay  occur 
where  specific  projects  aeet  erosion  control  objectives  without  aeetlng  the 
ground  cover  objectives  stated  above. 

Page  2-41.  Per,  5 

Integrated  Pest  Mansgeaent  (IPH)  strategies  will  be  used  to  aenage  pests  within 
the  constraints  of  laws  and  regulations,  and  seet  Grassland,  Deschutes,  and 
Wineaa  aanageaent  objectives. 

IPM  strategies  include  aanual,  aechanlcal,  culturel,  biological,  chealcal, 
prescribed  fire,  and  regulatory  aeans.  Select  strategy  through  the 
envlronaental  analysis  process,  and  In  coapllance  with  the  Regional  Vegetation 
Nanagceent  Envlronaental  lapact  Ststeaent,  1988- 


FA9-)85 


In  coordinalion  meetings  between  the  FERC  staff  and  representatives  of  the  Forest  Service,  held 
on  February  25,  1991  in  Coeur  D'Alene,  Idaho,  and  on  Fdiruary  28,  1991  in  Bend,  Oregon, 
it  wras  agreed  that  the  information  presented  in  Page  31  through  42  of  the  Forest  Service’s 
comment  represented  genuine  issues  of  concern.  In  addition,  all  participants  at  these  meeting 
agreed  that  it  was  best  for  the  Forest  Service  to  directly  address  these  issues  in  iu 
Forest-Specific  COM  Plans.  The  Forest  Service  and  the  FERC  suff  agreed  that  the  FERC's 
DEIS  adequately  addressed  these  concerns,  and  that  the  DEIS's  recommended  mitigation 
measures  (as  revised  by  the  Forest  Service's  comments)  provided  the  Forest  Service  with  ample 
authority  to  impose  these  site-specific  conditions  on  PGT.  However,  the  Forest  Service 
requested  that  the  FERC  staff  publish  this  information  in  order  to  provide  both  PGT  and 
interested  members  of  the  public  with  notice  as  to  the  specific  types  of  requirements  that  the 
Forest  Service  will  mandate  in  PGT's  COM  Plans.  As  previously  agreed  to  by  the  FERC  staff 
and  the  Forest  Service,  we  will  not  respond  to  these  comments. 


FA.45 
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Pesticide  appllcetlon.  If  used,  vlll  confora  with  EPA  reKulstlona.  label 
restrictions,  end  the  Peflonel  Cnvlronaental  lapact  Stateeent  on  chealcal 
applications. 

Page  3B-1.  Oregon 

Noxious  weeds  were  not  aentloned.  The  Chesult  Ranger  District,  Wlneaa  NF,  has 
no  Identiried  mrestatlona  of  noxious  weeds.  Isolated  occurrences  oT  Canada 
thistle  (ClrsluB  arvense),  ausli  thistle  (Carduua  nutans),  and  possibly  Scotch 
thistle  Onopordua  ecanthlua)  have  been  noted  throughout  the  Cheault  Ranger 
District.  Other  species  of  noxious  weeds  probably  occur  on  the  District  which 
have  not  yet  been  located.  Nuaerous  species  of  noxious  weeds  occur  on  lands 
adjacent  to  the  District.  Twenty-eight  species  of  noxious  weeds  occur  in 
Klaaath  County.  The  potential  for  a noxious  weed  problea  developing  on  the 
Cheault  District  Is  very  high. 

Noxious  weeds  could  be  a problea  on  the  Wlneas  and  Deschutes  National  Forests 
also.  A noxious  weed  prevention  plan  should  be  written  as  part  of  the  Plans  of 
Operation  for  Forest  Service  approval  (see  coaaents  48-7,  Weed  Control). 

3H-1 

Envlronaent  Air  Quality.  There  Is  no  discussion  of  PM-10  particles  nor  Is 
their  any  discussion  on  the  lapacts  on  Class  1 air  sheds,  such  as  Crater  Lake 
National  Park.  If  debris  created  by  clearing  the  right-of-way  Is  disposed  of  by 
burning.  There  is  a requlreaent  that  project  activities  be  conducted  in  such  a 
Banner  that  they  aeet  the  requireaents  of  the  Oregon  Saoke  Nanageaent  Plan 
which  Is  a part  of  Oregon's  State  lapleaentatlon  Plan  for  lapleaentlng  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act. 

Page  4B-1 

Significant  lapacts.  FS  requires  coapsctlon  alligation  on  all  coapacted  areas 
that  will  not  be  peraanent  roads. 

Page  48-7 

Weed  Control.  Early  detection  of  invasion  of  weeds  Is  essential.  Inventory  of 
the  revegetated  area  is  essential  to  insure  weed  species  are  not  transported 
Into  the  area  by  project  activities.  Prevention  la  the  preferred  aethod  of 
weed  control.  At  a alnlaua,  POT  Bust  develop  procedures  for  cleaning  equipeent 
that  are  sufficient  to  prevent  weed  seed  travel  vis  dirt  on  equlpaent 
during  both  construction  end  revegetatlon  phases.  As  a prevention  aeasure.  It 
Is  recoaaended  that  all  equlpaent  be  washed  before  entering  the  project  area. 

If  inventory  Identifies  areas  of  noxious  weed  establlshaent,  a Vegetative 
Nanageaent  Plan  and  an  analysis  of  the  plan  shall  be  prepared,  consistent  with 
guidance  given  by  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  the  EnvironBental  lapact 
Stateaent  (EIS)  for  "Nanaglng  Coapetlng  and  Unwanted  Vegetation",  USDA-Forest 
Service.  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  Noveaber,  1903,  end  subsequent  Nedleted 
Agreeaent  with  litigants. 
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Activities  sssoclBted  with  this  pipeline  project.  Including  site  preparation  by 
■echanlcal  aethods  and  other  vegetation  aanageaent.  Including  the  prevention  or 
Introduction  of  noxious  weeds  and  control  of  noxious  weeds,  would  require 
project  design,  altlgatlon  end  aonltorlng  aeasurea. 

Page  liC-l.  Par.  S 

6-31  PIO 

Southeastern  Oregon  Is  currently  experiencing  a severe  drought.  Sources  for  all 
water  needed  for  construction,  fire  fighting  and  aiscellaneous  Bust  be 
deteralned  prior  to  start-up. 

Page  «<C-3.  Par.  <1 

Puaice  soli  Is  poroua  and  the  soil  profile  often  lacks  a reatrlctlve  layer. 
Careful  consideration  needs  to  be  given  to  preventing  contaalnants  such  as 
spilled  fuel  froe  rapidly  reaching  the  water  table  through  puaice  aoll. 

Page  4C-10.  Sec.  »IC.  Par.  S 

Will  groundwater  really  be  protected  froa  potential  contaainatlon  by  staying 
200  feet  froa  private  wells?  Our  soil  is  very  peraeable.  Perhaps  they  should 
be  required  to  designate  a particular  area  that  la  for  storing  aaterlals  and 
refueling  that  Is  specifically  altered  to  not  allow  liquids  to  be  absorbed. 

Page  «IC-15.  Par.  2 

The  Willow  Creek  (W.p.  l»2i)  atreaa  crossing  should  be  addressed  In  the  OEIS. 

At  our  field  review  of  the  streaa  crossing  on  Noveaber  1,  1990  we  discussed  a 
nua^r  of  protection  and  altlgatlon  aeasures  that  the  Forest  would  like  to  see 
lapleaented  during  the  conatruction  of  the  crossing.  These  Included: 

Tlalng:  Due  to  concerns  about  sedlaentation  probleas  associated  with 
working  during  high  flow  periods,  the  group  agreed  that  scheduling 
construction  for  aid-  August  or  Septeaber  would  provide  the  best  degree  of 
protection  for  fish  habitat  In  Willow  Creek.  This  will  also  lessen  iapacts 
on  successful  spawning  of  rainbow  trout  In  the  streaa. 

Flualng:  It  was  agreed  that  a fluae  would  be  used  to  pass  aost  of  the 
streaa  flow  around  the  actual  construction  activity  as  specified  In 
Ap^ndl,  C3  or  the  DEIS,  FEBC  Steeu  „d  hetl^td  Con.troctlon  u,d 
Mitigation  for  Minor  Streaas.  This  would  also  greatly  decrease  the 
potential  for  sedlaentation  during  construction. 

Hay  Bales:  Soae  type  of  sedlaent  trap  would  be  used  on  streaabanks  to  trap 
sediaent  froa  upslope  construction  prior  to  it  reaching  the  atreaa  itself. 

Junipers:  Soae  of  the  Junipers  cut  during  ROW  clearing  would  be  stockpiled 
near  the  streaa  for  use  as  bank  revetaent. 

ce-afflraed  In  a telephone  call 

between  Dean  Crover  Forest  Fisheries  Biologist)  and  Steve  Ahern  on  2/1/91. 


FA-47 
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•“  di«uss«d  in  various  ••ctions  of  the 
O^S.  Mo-ever.  no  Mntion  «.ss  aade  that  specifically  dealt  alth  the  N P «I31 

This  leaves  It  open  to  question  whether  the  a«reed  upon  seasurea  elll  be 

In  addition,  there  ia  a concern  over  the  blasting  proposed  durinc  the 
construction  of  the  crossing.  Just  upstreaa  of  the  «!»•  . J 1 * «. 

..,.r  ^ •"'1  rolocated  iuediately  prior  to  blasting,  and  block  nets 

.d.t  h.  ..t  up  to  pr.™„t  «,y  .ddttlon  fl.h  fro.  bom,  kilf;. 

Page  kE-S 

lapacts  and  Mitigating  Measures  coaaon  to  the  POT  and  ai».Bnn»  d 

National  Forest  eill  coaply  with  the  Wlneaa  Land  and  Resource  MaJasealn!^-n 
-ith  seasonal  restrictions  for  -ildllfa.  special  -lldufr  "geSuor 
and  -ater.  nonioua  ireeds.  fire  restrictions  as  set  forth  in  !h!  2,1  h'..! 

=;==S?§;l«s 

Page  kE-6.  Sec.  kE 

Page  4E-^^ 

„“d“.-"  r:r'« 

Page  kE-kl 

^tr^.t^no"'.;:;.”.”:",  “‘rv  ■"- 

Imd.  .d.mi.ter«d  b,  th.  ),.t,o„.i  Forirt“2  « ‘'‘“f' 

is  obteined  by  PCT  fma  ,he  e . es  atitgatlon  unless  a waiver 
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Feme  «>E-4l.  Par.  7 

In  a conversation  with  Steve  Boberts  on  January  l6  I991  he  esplalned  that 

f*®"  fgreeaent  with  Oregon  Departaent  of  Fleh  and  Wildlife 

^h^  ^ constructed  In  the  open  trench  every  900  yards 

along  the  trench.  The  crossings  would  be  constructed  of  earthen  i^ps  ^The 

hail  flnl^  1 ^1  ! t anleals  which  .ay 

have  fallen  In  the  trench  to  walk  out.  Additionally,  the  pipe  lyln*  In  olacl 
trench,  would  have  breaks  In  It  every^OO  yards 
* ^o-'-^^-tlon  with  Nor.  Beh^ns  of  0D?S  ?' 

SujIlrrJhl  ule‘SfM*^l*“''*  *«T“®"'  ‘«®''  ■“'*«-  1 

tr^wh!  ^ oarthen  raeps  for  crossings  and  escape  points  fro.  the 

Page  9E-9B.  Par.  1 

?I"iT  OK  the  ar..,l.„d  between  Hud  Snrlnn. 

ll^d  ?.  T •“tlen-  •n>l«  ere.  1.  closed  between  Dece.blr 

1 end  H.rch  31.  end  no  nctl.ltles  will  be  .Hewed  without  prior  written 
P*™isslon  fro.  the  Grassland  District  Ranger. 

In  this  area,  plugs  will  be  placed  In  the  trench  while  It's  open  to  provide 

Jn'.jr’"  fir  “0  -SwlSd 

aoout  <4UO  yards  apart.  They  would  be  covered  with  dirt,  and  constructed  sn 
left  In^^  Une  Jf“Jl^ “eirto“he't"^nJh"““  °®'’® 

Pane  9H-1 

s':;: 

Page  9J-1.  Par.  2 

->“■  «» roiiowm. 

..  tta;, ‘•SS*"’  (roordln.tlon|,  nuch 

as  tnose  to  aeet  wildlife  needs  or  ORV  travel  aanageaent  needs. 

;;“';;;d"rt;,'~:d‘r“  *?  «"•  n«i.tin,  conditio, 

toe  tr.rric  expected  tS^e"".'  “ “ .t~.d.rd  for 

Page  kJ-g.  Sec.  UJ,  Per  i 

por"e;r;r i::;  .r  *"  -hic.  po-  .houid  .amtam  th. 

they  are  done.  restore  ell  roads  to  original  condition  when 
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Paga  <IK-;.  Sac.  «IK 

Public  aaPaty  could  ba  coaproalaed  IT  It  we  do  not  allow  POT  to  close  access  to 
the  work  site  to  the  public.  Forest  Service  lands  are  public  lands  and  aany 
uses  take  place  on  the  aaee  piece  of  (round.  We  nay  want  to  allow  the 
contractor  to  close  the  work  site  for  public  safety.  Also,  traffic  will 
Increase  on  forest  roads  that  are  heavily  used  in  the  auuera.  Therefore,  road 
closure  proposals  oust  be  aade  In  Plana  of  Operation  ao  that  other  Forest  users 
aay  have  adequate  and  tleely  access  to  the  Forest  during  construction. 

The  Forest  Service  wants  to  aet  up  a aonltorlnf  prograa  to  aonltor  the  effect 
of  blasting  on  the  stability  of  Lava  River  Cave.  The  cave  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  blasting. 

Page  *IL-5.  Par.  5 

KPk65. 0-511.2,  VQO:  Retention.  Last  sentence  should  read:  ...to 
less-than-slgnlflcant  levels,  clearing  and  road  crossing  lapacts  will  be 
ainlalted  by  reducing  clearing  to  the  existing  rights-of-way  and  planting  large 
trees  (spading  or  containerised  stock)  within  five  days  of  crossing  the  road. 

Page  tlL-7 

hP  319.5.VQO:  Retention.  The  only  additional  clearing  of  trees  at  this 
location  would  be  for  teaporary  workspace.  To  reduce  the  appearance  of 
straight  line  effect,  we  recoaaend  that  trees  be  replanted  In  different  age 
classes  with  native  local  species.  This  will  help  aeet  the  desired  future 
condition  of  achieving  diversity.  This  will  alnlalse  the  long-tera  lapacts  and 
short-tera  lapacts  would  be  considered  less  that  significant. 

Page  6-29,  Par.  2 

The  developaent  of  all  site-specific  plans  listed  In  the  Mitigation  Measures 
which  affect  National  Forest  Lands  in  Region  6 aust  Involve  appropriate 
personnel  froa  those  Forests. 

Chapter  6 

Mitigation  Neas.  The  Wlneaa  NF  has  concerns  related  to  road  use  during 
construction  of  the  pipeline.  These  concerns  and  requlreaenta  were  previously 
subeltted  In  Noveaber,  1990.  Concerns  are  related  to  road  use,  overweight  and 
overlength  loads,  public  safety,  road  daasge.  and  the  need  to  evaluate  the 
trefflc  and  transportation  needs.  It  is  our  Intention  that  concerns  and 
conflicts  will  be  aitlgated  through  request  and  Issuance  of  Road  Use  perclts, 
which  will  contain  the  specific  rosd  use  requlreaenta  and  aitlgatlon  acesures 
related  to  roads. 

Road  Use  Peralta  will  be  required  for  use  on  all  Forest  Developaent  Roads  on 
NFS  lands. 
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Page  6-3^ 

Tlie  rollowlng  aitlgatlon  aeasures  should  be  added  for  construction,  operation, 
and/or  aaintenance  Mithln  the  Crooked  River  National  Orassland; 

1.  All  project  plans  oust  coaply  with  Grassland  Land  and  Resource 
Manageaent  Plan  and  applicable  CFR’a,  unless  written  authorization  la  received 
froa  a responsible  Forest  officer. 

ro  tea  lotorlzed  use  will  be  restricted  to  designated 

3.  Protect  and  preserve,  for  Aaerlcan  Indiana,  access  to  and  use  of 
traditional  aites.  the  posaesalon  of  sacred  objecta.  and  the  freedoa  to  worship 
throu^  cereaonlal  and  traditional  rites.  Coordinate  location  and  protection 
of  those  areas  with  representatives  of  the  Confederated  Trlbea  of  the  Wara 
Springs  Indian  Reservation.  Consider  the  plans  and  policies  of  other  Federal. 
State,  local,  and  Aaerlcan  Indian  tribal  govemaenta  In  plan  lapleaentatlon. 

4.  The  following  roads  which  cross  or  are  adjacent  to  the  pipeline  are  open 
year  round:  5I.  52.  5250.  53.  5350.  54.  57.  5920.  785O.  7960  and  Highway  26 
All  Other  roads  and  off-road  travel  are  subject  to  seasonal  closures.  The 
areas  froa^the  north  boundary  of  the  Orassland  to  Rd.  5920  and  froa  Nud  Spring 

7130  are  closed  froa  Noveaber  15  to  March  3I.  the  areas  froa  Rd.  5920  to  Nud 
Spring  Creek  and  froa  Rd.  7130  to  the  south  boundary  of  the  Orassland  are 
closed  froa  Deceaber  1 to  March  31. 

5.  Meet  State  standards  for  teaperature.  turbidity,  and  water  discharge. 

The  requireaents  for  shade  along  streaas  will  generally  correspond  to 
provisions  for  sore  than  80  percent  of  the  shaded  surface.  Where  this  can  not 
be  attained.  100  percent  of  the  potential  for  shade  Is  the  standard. 

Existing  teaperatures  above  58  degrees  F.  will  not  be  Increased.  Teaperatures 
at  or  below  5b  degrees  F.  aay  be  raised  a aaxlaua  of  2 degrees  F.  Where  streaa 
teaperatures  exceed  58  degrees  F. . aanageaent  activities  will  include 
objectives  for  reducing  teaperatures  to  levels  that  will  laprove  fish  habitat 
capability. 

6.  Allow  no  sore  than  10  percent  cuaulative  increase  in  streaa  turbidity. 
Short-tera  deviations  froa  this  standard  to  accoaaodate  eaergency  or  other 
iegltiaate  activities  will  coaply  with  state  requlreaents  for  notification  and 
approval . 

Page  6-32.  Itea  23 

for  noxious  weed  control  will  continue  until  the 
right-of-way  is  coapletely  revegetated.  The  plan  for  noxious  weed  control  oust 
control  noxious  weeds  and  invader  plants  to  prevent  threats  to  adjacent 
agricultural  lands  or  to  prevent  unacceptable  loss  of  range  productivity. 
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Page  6-32.  Sec.  6,  Per.  3 

The  rollowlng  are  sussestiona  to  be  added  to  the  '...Mitigation  Measures  for 
the  PGT  Project"  section. 

Clearcuttlng  In  the  right-of-way  should  be  avoided  across  Forest  Service 
lands.  Forest  Service  representatives  and  PGT  will  agree  on  a site  specific 
basis  what  trees  eay  be  left  within  the  right-of-way,  utilizing  "shoo-flys".  to 
facilitate  construction  as  well  as  conservation  of  old-growth  trees  (especially 
ponderosa  pine).  Also,  the  edges  of  the  right-of-way  should  be  scalloped,  both 
froa  clearing  and  planting,  to  soften  the  visual  lapact. 

Borrow  and  disposal  sites  need  to  be  Identified.  Cultural  resource  surveys  and 
T/C  surveys  need  to  be  coapleted  for  these  areas. 

Specific  site  drawings  need  to  be  developed  for  areas  where  the  distance 
between  the  pipes  is  decreased  to  20  feet,  or  where  the  terrain  Is  steep  or 
unusual  In  nature.  These  areas  will  be  Identified  by  the  Forest  Service.  PGT 
will  prepare  the  engineering  drawings.  One  of  these  areas  Is  the  Northwest 
Blft  zone  fault  that  Is  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Newberry  National  Volcanic 
Monusent.  There  are  several  others  on  the  Deschutes,  Wlneas,  and  Ochoco 
National  Forests. 

Transportation/construction  access  plans  need  to  be  developed,  extra  casing 
eay  be  needed  on  roads  of  heavy  traffic.  Use  of  Forest  Service  roads  needs  to 
be  coordinated  and  pereltted.  Soae  Forest  Developaent  Boads  (FDRs)  aust  be 
kept  open  to  traffic  during  construction.  Casing  nay  be  needed  on  soae  aajor 
paved  roads.  Forest  Service  will  supply  PGT  with  roads  of  concern,  PGT  will 
supply  Forest  Service  with  a plan  on  how  to  accoaaodate  these  road  use 
situations.  Roads  of  concern  on  the  Fort  Rock  District.  Deschutes  NR,  are  FDR 
18.  9710.  9720.  972**.  9735.  22.  and  county  road  21. 

Range  allotaent  concerns:  On  the  Deschutes.  Wlneaa,  and  Ochoco  National 
Forests  where  applicable,  fancea  need  to  be  aalntalned  to  keep  cattle  away  froe 
area  of  construction  and  Inside  the  allotaent  area,  access  needs  to  be 
aalntalned  Into  the  allotaent  for  delivery  of  water  on  the  Fort  Rock  District. 
Deschutes  National  Forest,  and  use  of  cattle  guards  by  heavy  equlpaent  will 
need  to  be  aonltored.  If  daaage  to  the  cattle  guards  occur,  an  effective 
barrier  will  need  to  be  aalntalned  until  cattle  guard  can  be  replaced  by  POT. 

PGT  will  replace  existing  allotaent  fence  to  the  westslde  of  the  R/W  as  agreed 
In  field  review  October  1990. 

PGT  aust  perfora  a snog  analysis  and  consider  aeasures  for  snog  replaceaent. 
Tlaber  sale  contracts  and  OSHA  requlreaents  would  be  considered  In  this 
analysis  and  plan;  as  discussed  on  field  review  October  1990. 

Froa  the  Intersection  of  highways  36  and  97.  a steep  puaay  slope  the  pipe 
extends  up.  Is  visible  froa  this  location.  As  discussed  on  the  field  review 
10/90.  PGT  will  plant  or  spade  30-50  large  trees  across  froa  the  Intersection 
of  highways  (off-aite)  to  reduce  the  visual  lapacts  of  the  bluff.  On  the  site 
of  the  puaay  slope,  as  agreed  on  the  field  review.  October  1990.  PGT  will  ley 
fabric  Batting  and  aulchlng  to  encourage  seeding  of  lodgepole. 
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The  crossing  at  highway  58  wUl  la  visually  sensitive  and  will  require  planting 
or  spading  In  a large  tree  screen  to  retain  visual  quality  froa  highway. 

Another  option  would  be  to  cstend  additional  length  of  casing  30-<l0'  on  each 
aide  of  highway  to  reduce  width  of  clearing;  as  agreed  on  field  review  October 

1990. 


At  the  Northwest  Rift  Zone.  PCT  will  construct  line  as  a tle-ln  piece. 

Windrowed  rock  will  be  pulled  In  to  help  shape  and  lessen  grade  on  ateep  hill 
Just  to  north  of  fault  zone.  PCT  will  site  design  this  area  and  use  as  a 
typical  for  other  areas  of  slallar  construction.  Right-of-way  will  be  only 
Blnlaally  widened  to  east  at  fault  zone.  No  additional  fault  will  be  disturbed 
or  filled  In.  as  agreed  on  October  1990  field  review. 

Edges  In  ponderoaa  pine  on  the  Oeschutea  National  Forest  will  be  scalloped  by 
leaving  selected  trees  for  200-300' ; then  clear  what  la  needed  In  teaporary  R/H 
for  800-  1000';  then  leave  tree  cluapa  again.  Shooflya  will  be  used  behind 
tree  clusps  to  facilitate  construction;  as  agreed  on  October  1990  field  review. 

Many  areas  on  the  Oeschutea  and  Wlneaa  National  Forests  are  close  to  the 
alnisuB  for  big  gsaa  cover.  Lodgepole  within  the  right-of-way  la  healthier 
than  that  outside.  Additional  clearing  of  right-of-way  nay  aean  not  treating 
adjacent  stands  that  need  allvlcultural  treataent.  In  order  to  aalntaln 
adequate  cover.  PCT  and  FS  will  consider  lapacts  of  aovlng  pipe  allgnaent  In 
order  to  save  soae  of  healthy  reproduction  within  existing  right-of-way 
corridor  (new  pipe  would  lay  60-100  feet  froa  existing  pipe  rather  than  30 
feet).  This  was  agreed  on  field  review.  October  1990. 

The  crossing  of  highway  97  la  on  Gilchrist  Tlaber  Coapany  land.  However,  the 
Forest  Service  requested  PCT  on  the  Field  Review.  October  1990  to  treat  this 
crossing  as  would  be  required  on  highway  58  since  aost  people  believe  they  are 
driving  through  Deschutes  National  Forest  and  do  not  realize  they  are  on 
private  land  at  that  point. 

POT  will  reaove  as  auch  as  possible  of  existing  windrowed  rock  and  will  not 
windrow  new  rock.  Rock  will  be  hauled  off-slte  If  necessary  to  prevent  piling 
In  right-of-way.  Agreed  with  PCT  on  field  review.  October  1990. 

The  valve  facility  visible  froa  FOR  I6  on  the  Fort  Rock  RO.  Deschutes  NF.  will 
be  painted  a dull  or  earth  toned  color.  Tree  screens  will  also  be  planted  to 
aaellorate  visual  sensitivity  froa  FDR  I8.  Agreed  with  PCT  on  field  review 
October  1990. 


Visual  lapacts  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way  froa  Leva  Butte  will  ne 
reduced  froa  the  current  situation.  Discussed  on  field  review  with 
October  1990.  It  will  be  necessary  to  set  up  a aonltorlng  prograa 
effect  of  blasting  on  bats  and  rock  stability  in  Lava  River  Cave. 


Breaks  should  be  aalntalnad  between  pieces  of  pipe  as  they  are  being  fitted 
together  to  allow  for  passage  of  wildlife  and  cattle.  Reaps  should  also  be 
aalntalned  In/across  the  trenches  to  allow  for  aoveaent  of  wildlife. 
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Pw  6-35.  Par.  2.  3 

We  recouend  that  Che  aonltorlnc  plan  be  reviewed  by  PoreaC  Service  atafr  and 
that  prior  to  coaaenceaent  of  conatructlon  that  all  cultural  reaource  plana, 
aurveys  and  reports,  and  alligation  plans  and  reports,  aonltorlng  plans  etc.  be 
reviewed  by  the  staff  cultural  resource  specialists  of  the  National  Forest 
units  In  Oregon  upon  which  this  construction  would  take  place. 

Psie  6-35,  Par,  _5_ 

In  the  foraulatlon  of  any  altlgatlon  for  NRHP  listed  or  eligible  site  located 
on  the  Grassland,  we  aspect  that  we  will  be  consulted  and  that  Indirect  effects 
of  project  altlgatlon  will  be  taken  into  account  as  well. 

Page  6-3S.  Par.  3 

It  Is  unknown  what  cultural  resources  nay  He  under  the  pualce  layer  resulting 
froa  the  He.  Masaas  eruption.  Therefore,  a profeaslonal  archeologist  oust  be 
on  site  during  excavation,  on  Crescent  Ranger  District,  Deschutes  National 
Forest,  and  other  National  Forest  Systea  lands  as  appropriate,  to  aonltor  and 
evaluate  the  soils  below  the  pualce. 

Page  B-1-6  A.  VII 

Revegetation  and  rehabilitation  plans  aust  aeet  agency  aalntenance  end  results 
standards.  Standards  and  length  of  tern  for  POT  responsibility  In  ensuring 
adequate  revegatlon/  rehabilitation  will  be  deteralned  through  the  Plans  of 
Operation  (Restoration  Plan).  Forest  Service  will  approve  Restoration  Plan  and 
tera  of  liability. 

Page  8-1-9  E 

In  addition  to  consulting,  operations  should  Include  cosplete  washing  of 
equlpaent  and  vehicles  before  leaving  as  infested  noxious  weed  ares  to  an  area 
of  non-lnfestatlon  to  alnlalse  the  spread  of  known  noxious  weeds.  Monitoring 
should  follow  rehabilitation  seeding  and  planting  to  Insure  that  new  noxious 
weed  Infestations  are  alnlalzed.  Application  of  herbicides  oust  confora  to  Che 
Vegetative  Hanageaent  EIS  and  aedlated  agreeaent  by  Che  Regional  Forester  R~6, 
on  public  lands  adalnlatered  by  the  Wlneaa,  Ochoco,  and  Deschutes  National 
Forests,  and  to  the  Wlneaa  and  Deschutes  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource 
Hanageaent  Plans,  and  the  Crooked  River  National  Grassland  Land  and  Resource 
Nanagesent  Plan. 

Page  B-2-1.  Appendix  B-2 

The  following  are  the  recoaaended  seed  alxtures  for  chat  portion  of  Che 
pipeline  crossing  the  Crooked  River  National  Grassland.  Since  75  percent  of 
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the  acreage  crosses  land  that  has  previously  been  plotred  and  seeded,  there  Is 
one  alxture  for  these  areas  and  another  for  the  native  areas.  The  seed  should 
be  drilled. 

Species  Ibs/Ac. 

Seeded  Areas: 


Agropyron  crlsatua  (Crested  (| 

Wheat  Crass) 

PoB  aapla  (Sheraan  big  bluegrasa)  3 

Dryland  alfalfa  } 

Native  Areas: 


Agropyron  specstua  (Bluegrasa  wheatgrass)  3 
Poa  sandbergla  (Sandberg  bluegrasa)  2 
Sltanlon  hystrls  (Bottlebrush  squlrreltall)  2 
Stlpa  thurberlana  (Thurber  needlegraas)  2 


Page  B-2-2.  Itea  B 


Recoaaended  Seed  Mlses.  We  would  like  to  add  the  following  seed  alsee  for 
nonrlparlan  area  where  slopes  are  less  than  lO  percent. 


Moist  Site 

Servlceberry  (Aaelanchler  alnlfolla) 
Rocky  Mountain  Maple  (Acer  glabrua) 
Chokecherry  (Prunus  vlrglnlana) 
Coluable  Broae  (Broaus  vulgaris) 
Elyaus  canadensis 


Servlceberry 

^*‘l'*iea  Ceanothue  (Ceanothus  Sanguineus) 

Rocky  Mountain  Maple 

Chokecherry 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass  (Agropyron  aplcatua) 
Idaho  Fescue  (Festuca  Idahoensls) 

Red  Fescue  (Festuca  rubra) 


3 

5 

6 
6 
6 


These  seed  alses  will 
species  coaaon  to  thli 
anticipated  need  as  b< 

Page  C-l-l,  Sec.  1-C 


used  to  encourage  revegetation  of  native  and  browse 
rea.  Seed  should  be  ordered  well  In  advance  of 
native  seeds  are  not  readily  available. 


about  sedlaentatlon  probleas  associated  with  working  during 
high  flow  periods,  the  M.P.  HZl  Willow  Creek  crtisslng  eust  occur  In  eld-  August 
or  ^pteeber  to  provide  the  best  degree  of  protection  for  fish  habitat.  This 
will  also  lessen  lapacts  on  auccessful  spawning  of  rainbow  trout  In  the  streas. 
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Page  C-3-2.  Sec.  I-D-7 

ITie  M.P.  421  Willow  Creak  crossing  aust  conTore  to  the  standards  listed  In  this 
section. 


Sincerely, 

ROBERT  L.  SIPE 
Project  Coordinator 

POT/PCE  and  Altaaont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project 


Mr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin,  POT/POE  Expansion  Project 

Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr..  Altaaont  Project 

R'6  - Alice  Mueller 

R-1  - John  Crlawell 

H-5  - Joyce  Cloakley 

R*2  - Ben  WalllngTord 

BLM  - Bill  Dabbs 


United  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMEt^ 
CALIFORNU  STATE  OFFICE 
UOOCOITACE  WAV.  ROOM  E 2M} 
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I PCT/PCse  EapansI 


(U.S.  Dcparlmenl  of  (he  Inlerior.  Bureau  of  Land  Managemeot,  Sacrameolo.  California) 


Because  boih  of  these  areas  don't  have  a VRM  designation  of  Class  I or  II,  the  visual  impact 
on  them  would  be  less  than  significant  when  analyzed  according  to  the  significance  cnieria 
established  in  the  DEIS.  We  are  aware,  however,  that  the  BLM  considers  some  areas  along  the 
proposed  route  to  be  visually  sensitive  even  though  they  have  not  been  assigned  a VRM  of 
Class  I or  II,  and  that  the  BLM  may  place  stipulations  in  their  righl-of-way  grants  to  mitigate 
the  visual  impact  the  project  would  have  on  these  areas.  See  revised  Chapter  4L, 


FA  10-2  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4B. 
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iipect*<J  to  b«  9an«rkt*d  by  new 


PCT  ahould  eleo  identify  arcee  aulteble  for  borrow  of  backfill  eoll 
naterlel.  It  le  expected  that  the  rock  removed  from  the  trench  would 
need  to  bo  replaced  by  eoll  material  aultable  for  backfill  purpoeee. 

Borrow  and  etockpllo  off  the  right-of-way  will  have  to  be  aub}ected  to 
NEPA  review,  including  cultural  and  botanical  clearancee.  Specific 


Conalderatlon  ahould  be  given  to  preaervlng  the  aurface  eoll  material 
during  conatructlon  ao  It  may  be  available  for  replacement  on  the  grade 
right-of-way  aurface  upon  completion.  It  la  recommended  that  two  - 


of  raateratlon.  Upon 
aurface  eoll  material 
and  aeeded  with  natlvt 


;offlpletlon  of  backfilling 
•hould  be  evenly  dlapereec 
graaa  epeclea. 


.leqatatlvo  debrla  and 
ind  eaved  for  purpoaas 
ind  recontourlng,  the 


The  document  ahould  atato  that  the  entire  length  of  the  ealatlng  right- 
of-way  through  Cllllam,  Sherman,  Haaco,  Jefferaon,  Deachutea  and 
northern  Klamath  County  haa,  where  it  croaaae  public  lande  adminiatered 
by  BLH,  been  dealgnated  a utility  corridor  In  BLH  land  uae  plane.  The 
eatatlng  John  Day  Alvar  Canyon  croaalng  and  John  Day  River  variation  ar 
both  located  in  thla  corridor  which  occuplee  a ‘window*  between 
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To  avoid  the  conaeguencea  of  an  accidental  aplll  of  hatardoua  materlala 
auch  aa  petroleum  producte  Into  the  John  Day  River,  a boom  ahould  be 
located  down  atream  from  the  croaelng  location.  Abaorbent  pada  or 
equivalent,  ahould  be  available  on  aite  to  quickly  remove  any  hatardoua 
material  contained  by  the  booma.  PGT  ahould  develop  a contingency  plan 
to  addreae  the  poaalblllty  of  an  accidental  aplll  In  the  river. 


Sincerely. 

state  Director 
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FA  10-3  Commcnl  acccpied.  See  revised  Chapter  4D. 


Commem  noirt.  The  safr  his  recommended  ihal  PGT  develop  a Spill  Prevemion,  Conummenl 
and  Conirol  Plan  for  ils  projeci,  which  will  adequately  address  ihis  issue. 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


March  1,  1991 


Ms.  Lois  cashell,  Secretary  ^ 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comnission 

B25  North  Capitol  Street.  N.E.  -• 

Washington,  DC  30426 

REF:  Draft  Environaental  Inpact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  PGT/PGfiE  and 
Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


Thank  you  for  providing  the  Council  with  an  opportunity  to  review 
the  referenced  document.  We  have  the  following  observations  to 
offer  for  your  consideration  in  finalising  the  EIS. 


FAII-1 


1.  On  page  1-14.  it  is  incorrect  to  state  that  the  Coramlssion  is 
required  to  ensure  that  historic  and  cultural  resources  are  not 
adversely  affected.  The  Advisory  Council  encourages  the  agency  to 
develops  alternatives  or  measures  to  avoid  or  reduce  effects  on 
historic  properties,  but  in  some  cases  there  are  unavoidable 
adverse  effects.  There  are  a fairly  limited  number  of  exceptions 
to  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect  (see  36  CFR  S00.9(c),  but  these 
exceptions  are  applicable  to  specific  Rinds  of  historic  properties 
and  undertakings. 


2.  On  page  1-17,  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  say  that  Council 
in  consultation  regarding  project  features  that  may 
affect  National  Register  listed  or  eligible  properties.  Typically 
the  agency,  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO) , and  the 
Council  will  consult  together  regarding  the  effects  of  a pioject. 
Consultation  is  an  interactive  process,  and  Council  cannot  by 
itself  "provide  consultation". 


FAn-3 


3.  On  page  3M-7,  should  the  discussion  of  the  Lake  Britton 
Archaeological  District  be  expanded?  This  district  is  significant 
for  its  potential  contribution  to  archaeological  and  historical 
research,  but  it  has  other  important  values  as  well.  For  example, 
there  are  sites  sacred  to  Native  Americans  that  are  still  used  in 
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4.  On  page  3H-9  and  13,  the  concerns  raised  by  Native  Americans 
are  very  important  and  it  is  good  that  these  concerns  are 
summarized  in  this  document.  We  assume  that  this  effort  represents 
the  beginning  of  consultation  with  these  groups  and  not  the  end. 


lAdvisory  Council  On  Historic  Preservation,  Washington.  D.C.J 


FA  1 1 - 1 Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  revised  Chapter  I . 


FA  1 1 -2  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Table  I -4. 


FA  1 1-3  The  staff  believes  that  the  referenced  discussion  is  adequate.  The  staff  considers  site-specific 
information  concerning  the  location  of  cultural  resources  to  be  esiremelv  sensitive.  Therefore, 
Ihc  suff  will  only  provide  this  information  to  agencies  (such  as  SHPO's,  federal  land 
management  agencies,  and  the  ACHP)  that  are  involved  in  the  Section  106  process,  as 
dissemination  of  site-specific  to  the  general  public  carries  with  it  the  potential  for  disturbance 
and/or  looting  of  these  locations.  The  suff  notes  that  the  same  raiionaJc  holds  true  in  threatened 
and  endangered  species  as  well. 

FA  1 1 -4  Your  assumption  it  correct. 
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For  certain  sites  and  areas  it  is  likely  that  more  consultation 
will  be  necessary. 


FAll'SI  S.  On  page  4M-5,  we  will  look  forward  to  the  docunentation  in  the 
I FEIS  for  the  realignment  proposed  for  the  South  Pass  area.  The 
I South  Pass  area  Is,  as  is  noted  in  the  DEIS,  a particularly 
I sensitive  area  for  historic  properties. 
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6.  Without  determinations  of  the  National  Register  eligibility  for 
many  of  the  properties  and  assessments  of  the  project's  effects  on 
these  properties  it  is  not  possible  to  conment  on  the  specifics  of 
the  project.  On  multi-state  projects  such  as  the  PGT/PG6E  and 
Altanont  projects  it  is  common  for  agencies  to  fulfill  their 
Section  106  responsibilities  through  a Programmatic  Agreement  (PA) 
with  Council,  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.13.  A PA  can  be  developed 
with  Council  prior  to  the  completion  of  site  evaluation  and 
determination  of  effect. 


We  look  forward  to  continued  correspondence  on  these  projects  and 
for  a reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  undertaking  under 
the  process  defined  in  our  governing  regulations.  If  you  have  any 
questions  or  require  the  further  assistance  of  the  Council,  please 
contact  Richard  Wilshusen  of  our  staff  at  (303)  231-S320  or  FTS 
554-5320. 


Sincerely, 


Claudia  Nissley 
Director,  Western  Office 
of  Project  Review 


FA-60 


Comment  noted. 


Comment  noted.  The  staff  wilt  consider  the  option  of  a PA;  however,  this  determination  is  not 
necessary  for  completing  the  FEIS. 
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Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comaisaion 
B25  North  Capitol  Street,  NE 
Washington.  DC  20426 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell; 

The  following  reflects  the  conaents  of  the  U.3.  Department  of  Che  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLH)  with  respect  to  Che  Altamont  portion  of  the 
January  11,  1991  draft  Environmental  Impact  Scateoienc  (DEIS).  The  BUI  is  an 
identified  cooperating  agency  in  Che  EIS  effort  and  as  such  has  worked 
eiCensively  with  the  FERC  staff  end  Altamont  throughout  preparation  of  Che 
document.  We  appreciate  Che  opportunity  to  again  relate  Chose  issues  of 
interest  and  concern  to  the  BLH  as  it  is  the  intent  of  the  BLH  to  use  the 
subject  EIS  CO  satisfy  its  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (HEPA)  mandates 


The  BUI  Currently  has  pending  for  its  disposition,  an  application  for  a 
right-of-way  to  cross  public  lands  administered  by  the  BUt  for  a large  portion 
of  the  proposed  Altamont  pipeline  in  Uyosiing  and  Montana.  Prior  Co  any 
right-of-way  grant  or  notice  for  any  construction  to  proceed  and  subsequent  to 
any  FERC  approvals,  BLH  will  require  Altamont  to  complete  and  file  for  BLH 
approval,  a detailed  construction  Plan  of  Development  (POD)  in  addition  to 
fulfilling  any  requirements  identified  to  allow  the  involved  federal  agencies 
to  meet  their  obligations  under  section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
^^^sstvat ion  Act  of  1996  (as  amended)  and  section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species 


FA12-2 


The  POO  will  be  developed  by  Altamont  in  coordination  with  and  approved  by  Che 
BLH  and  will  include  construction  details  including  but  not  limited  to  seed 
mixtures,  locations  of  fill  and  spoil  sites,  topsoil  handling,  access,  etc. 
Therefore,  concerns  relating  to  specifics  within  the  control  and  purview  of 
Che  BLH  and  the  POD  are  not  noted  in  the  atteched  comments  but  will  be  dealt 
with  through  BLH's  own  administrative  processes.  Similsrly,  BUt  reserves  its 
prerogative  to  require  minor  route  variations  which  may  become  necessary  and 
resulting  from  completion  of  future  studies  and/or  circumstances  identified  in 


tu.s.  Depanment  of  the  interior.  Bureau  of  Und  Management,  WorUnd.  Wyonilngl 


FA12-1  As  the  le^  federal  agency  with  jurisdiciion  over  ihc  undenaJung,  the  FERC  has  a legal 
re^nsibilily  to  comply  with  these  two  Acts.  Our  biological  assessment,  required  by  ihe 
angered  Species  Act,  was  submiiied  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  February  22. 
1991.  This  document  should  be  sufficient  for  all  federal  agencies  with  permit  auihonOes.  We 
are  similarly  proceeding  to  fulfill  our  obligation's  under  the  National  Hiuoric  Preservation  Act. 
The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  cKhcr  appropriate  federal  and  state  agencies,  and 
other  interested  parties,  have  been  and  will  continue  to  ^ deeply  involved  with  the  FERC  as  this 
process  proceeds. 

FAI2-2  C^ommeni  noted.  Minor  route  variation's  arc  envisioned  to  accommodate  special-slams 
biological  resources,  liiei  poienlially  eligible  for  ihe  Naiional  Register  of  Histone  Places, 
landowner  needa/requiremcnis,  and  other  resource  conflicts  as  identified  in  the  Final  FIS 
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the  final  £1S  (FCIS).  Cooperacion  and  coordination  with  affected  state  and 
federal  agencies  will  continue  tlirough  the  FOD  and  right'of'way  grant  process. 

Similarly,  a great  deal  of  discussion  regarding  soils  and  vegetative 
rehabilitation  has  taken  place  between  our  respective  staffs.  In  particular, 
those  issues  relating  to  the  Altsmont  Construction  and  Rehabilitation  Plan 
(ACRP)  for  Hiiepoats  (HP)  511.0  to  540.8,  were  the  subject  of  indepth 
discussion  in  Riverton,  Uyoming  on  February  26,  1991.  It  is  our  understanding 
that  resolution  was  attained  and  we  capect  those  soils  and  rehabilitation 
issues  to  be  reflected  in  the  P£IS;  therefore,  any  previous  coonents 
concerning  soils  and  rehabilitation  are  likewise  deferred.  It  is  the  opinion 
of  the  BLH  chat  the  ACRP  for  milesposts  511.0  to  540.8  was  a very  good  effort 
and  will  be  a good  place  to  begin  in  Altamonts  development  of  the  POO. 

BLH  is  required  by  policy  to  identify  its  preferred  alternative  for  inclusion 
in  any  FEIS  it  is  involved  in.  He  respectfully  request  that  the  following 
wording  be  included  in  Chapter  6,  "Conclusions  and  Recomsendat ions"  as  BLM's 
indication  of  preferred  alternative. 

At  Che  request  of  the  Rock  Springs  and  Rawlins  BLH  OistricCa,  Che  PERC 
analysed  three  route  variations  to  the  South  Pass  segment  of  the 
proposed  Altamont  Pipeline  route.  These  variations  (Jeffrey  City, 

Alkali  Butte,  and  Northern  Utilities)  were  identified  and  assessed  in 
Che  DEIS.  While  sentiment  exists  favoring  the  Jeffrey  City  variation 
for  reasons  including  Chat  it  avoids  South  Pass  and  parallels  existing 
rights-of-way  to  a greater  degree,  it  is  the  official  determination  of 
the  BLH  Chat  Che  proposed  Altamont  route  with  realignments  proposed  by 
Che  FERC  staff  represents  the  BLH  preferred  alternative.  The  proposed 
route,  as  modified,  is  not  inconsistent  with  Che  current  planning 
decisions  of  Che  affected  BLH  resource  areas.  Inclusion  of  FERC's 
proposed  mitigation  measures  in  combination  with  any  BLH  right-of-way 
conditions  and  compliance  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal 
laws  and  regulations  will  result  in  an  environmentally  acceptable 
project.  Where  perforstance  standards,  mitigation  measures,  and 
right-of-way  grant  conditions  are  properly  employed  and  enforced,  Che 
proposed  route  would  not  result  in  environmental  impacts  exceeding  chose 
that  would  occur  under  any  of  the  route  variations. 

The  BLH  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  cooperate  in  this  FERC-led  CIS  effort. 
While  we  recognise  the  difficulty  in  dealing  with  policies,  mandates,  and 
planning  decisions  relating  to  a land  management  agency  such  as  outs,  your 
willingness  to  consider  BLH  proposed  alternatives  and  to  utilise  BLH  data  and 
plans  in  developing  this  EIS  go  a long  way  toward  making  the  EIS  a document 
this  agency  can  utilise  in  its  own  decision  process.  Altamont  and  its 
contractors  have  been  very  considerate  and  obliging  throughout  the  EIS  effort 
in  providing  information  and  clarification  to  the  many  environmental  concerns 
this  agency  has  surfaced.  It  is  our  hope  that  for  the  sake  of  consistency  and 
continuity  that  these  personnel  will  continue  to  be  available  through 
development  of  the  BLH  Plan  of  Development.  The  many  pending  issues  will 
require  both  the  experience  and  sensitivities  gained  through  the  EIS  effort 


L 
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FA  12-3  Comment  accepted.  See  new  section  in  Chapter  6. 
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occurring  to  date.  Sinilertjr,  we  expect  our  reepective  agency  cooperative 
role*  to  continue  to  proceed  beyond  any  FERC  deciaign  to  perait  the  full 
breadth  of  cooperation  through  any  construction  stage. 

In  conclusion,  for  the  record,  I would  like  to  reiterate  that  the  attached 
coaaent*  represent  the  official  BLM  concerns  with  regard  to  Che  Altaaonc 
Portion  of  Che  DEIS.  Previously  related  8LK  cosuaent*  or  Chose  dealing  with 
early  internal  review*  can  either  be  assueed  Co  be  resolved  or  of  a nature 
chat  BLM  will  deal  with  in  ita  review  and  approval  of  the  POD  and  any 
right-of-way  grant. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  cooperate  in  this  endeavor. 


Sincerely, 


Diatricc  Hanager 


cc:  Alan  Edwards 

State  of  Uyosing — Governor's  Office 
Herschler  Bldg. -2nd  East, 

Cheyenne,  WY  82002 

Larry  Saucer,  Fed.  Energy  Reg.  Com. 
Environisencal  Engineer,  Altanonc  Project 
82S  No.  Capitol  St.,  NE,  Roosi  7312 
Washington,  DC  20A26 

Jack  Hills,  BLH-California  State  Office 
Bin  WSO-931 
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CCWRAl  COKNTS-CH,  4 


tpcclllctllr  for  4A-»,  4A-6,  4C-4,  4C-60.  4C-62.  40-S.  41-9,  4J-I  1hr«  S,  »ni 

9-y  0l  fh*  cut  Picn  ler  »«>  911  to  4**  940.#.  It  1$  not  corttin  If  thoM  alll  ha««  • 


FA  1 2-5 


Tho  •Mot  ol  tlgnlflcant  paloontologleil  loroatlont  (2411  Ooot  not  agro*  .Ith  TtbU 
S-4-1  olio*  of  paloontologleal  lorMt|on*  I N7I  on  pago  S-28.  If  117  lot  for  Iho 


• MariMlI  P»'‘»"*l  oaliflng  rIgM-of-.at  for  appronlaatalr  227 


FAI2.7j 

FAI2-8 

FAI2-9 


142  -....t^ra  nocotiary  and  appropriata.*  Tnla  ihouM  >p«Mlcallr  axial  i ,iaap  tJopat. 


FA12-I0 

FAI2-M 


At  dlacutaad  and  agraad  at  ff*  BLH/F£RC  aaatlng  on  Fabruart  2«.  add  tha  ta> 
to  tna  coiiMA  haadad  'Itao  Nuabar.*  * 


abandonad  railroad  .blch  travaraea  tha  laMdIata  vlclnllt  of  touth  Pais  nd^Mlanda 
and^loMdl^alT  aoutb  of  tha  pr^a^  routa  W >29  10^9901.  This  allarnatUa  Ij^^ 


BacavM  both  tha  Abandoned  Railroad  Variation  and  tha  Opal  Bench/Hva  Fork  River 
Variation  are  na»  varlallona  ahich  aat  raojlra  Indapth  analysis  to  datareina  tioir 
faailbiiity  and  viability,  and  becswsa  this  cannot  ba  acconpilshad  tloaiy  tor 

appaar  in  this  doeiaaanf.  tha  raaaon  for  this  daclslon  la  that  aa  do  not  ballava  that 
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Tltc  majoniy  of  ihe  activities  addressed  on  these  pages  can  be  characterized  as  studies  and/or 
fDiiigaiion  which  are  routinely  applied  to  pipeline  construction,  or  has  an  insignificant  cost 
impact.  Items  in  this  caiegory  include  studies  and  mitigation  related  to  speciaJ-sutus  vegciaiion 
and  wildlife,  local  infrastructure  upgrading  to  accommodate  construction  e4juipmeni  and  vehicles 
visual  impact  at  aboveground  facilities,  and  consiruciion  at  stream  crossings  having  poiciiiiallv 
contaminated  sediments.  To  the  extent  that  these  issues  are  foreseen,  they  typically  affcci  route 
selection  prior  to  application  submittal.  Potential  impacts  associated  with  these  areas  of  concern 
would  be  avoided  or  mitigated  by  implemenUlion  of  the  appropriate  staff  rccommcndaiions 
Although  the  results  of  these  studies  could  direcUy  affect  routing,  this  effect  would  be  extremely 
lottlizcd  along  the  proposed  route.  While  the  lUffi  recommendations  enlarge  the  scope  of 
Altamonl’s  proposed  geotechnical  studies  somewhat,  cost  implication's  would  be  limited  As 
suti^  on  DEIS  Page  4A-6.  geology  related  hazards  would  be  reduced  to  Icss-lhan-sienificaiil 
levels  by  implemcnution  of  our  recommendations. 

Discuiwons  with  Aliamont  indicate  that  the  special  construction  spread  recently  proposed  for  the 
South  Pass  area  would  have  an  insignificant  impact  on  project  cost.  (See  Page  5-3  of  the 
CgnairacilPn  and  Rchabllimion  Plan  MP  j H O iq  mP  54Q  8 reprinted  as  new  Appendix  B 5.) 
The  effect  of  this  measure  would  be  to  reduce  impact  significance. 

Table  S-3  represenu  paleoniologic  formations  crossed  for  the  entire  route  while  Table  S-4  is 
limited  to  the  proposed  route  and  variaUons  (MPs  428-620).  Based  on  information  presently 
available,  a similar  amount  of  significant  paleoniologic  formations  would  be  crossed  by  all  of 
(he  routes  under  consideralion.  ^ 

Comment  accepted.  See  changes  in  the  Executive  Summary  and  in  Chapter  3 and  6. 

This  sentence  references  one  technique  for  obtaining  graded  maicnal  for  bedding  or  backfilling 
around  (he  pipe  in  rocky  areas.  A pipeline  padding  machine  passes  subsoil  through  a series  of 
screens  and  deposits  graded  material  around  the  pipe. 

Thwk  you  for  your  comment.  We  agree  with  your  examples,  but  wish  to  point  out  that  seeding 
and  mulching  would  be  Inappropriate  in  annually-cultivated  agncullural  lands. 

Comment  noted.  This  information  is  presented  in  a new  Table  211,  which  compares  costs 
associated  with  variations  against  those  of  the  proposed  route. 

As  the  FpC  representative  sUied  at  the  interagency  meeting,  reclamation  is  generally  included 
as  part  of  normal  pipeline  costs  fliem  Number  2 in  Table  2-10)  and  not  broken-out  as  a separate 
cost  Item.  However.  Alumont  has  estimated  that  the  costs  to  implement  the  incrcmenul 
miugauon  measures  identified  in  its  Consiruction  and  Behabilitaimn  Plan  MP  51 1 0 m MP  San  a 
to  be  $890,000  (1990  dollars).  Aliamont  anticipates  that  this  cost  would  be  covered  by  iu 
contingency  funds  (Item  Number  9 in  Table  2-10),  which  is  an  allowance  for  omissions 
avinSle  "timaung  inaccuracies  on  the  project.  No  funher  informaiion  is  presenUy 

Staff  agrees  that  any  infomiation  derived  from  funher  analysis  would  not  have  a beanng  on  the 
proposed  route  which  BLM  prefen.  Accordingly,  these  two  alternatives  have  been  placed  m 
Section  2.7.3  of  the  FEIS  as  alternatives  considered  but  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 

It  should  also  then  be  emphasized  that  if  the  BLM’s  ‘further  analysis*  resulu  in  a significant 
devutioo  from  the  route  addressed  in  the  FEIS,  then  BLM  will  be  responsible  for  preparing 
appropriate  NEPA  documenution  to  support  the  deviation.  It  would  also  be  necessary  for 
Alumoni  to  fUe  an  amended  application  with  Ihe  FEflC  addressing  the  deviation. 


FAIMI 

(CSBL) 


PAC< 


UMtMl! 


OttwaerKtf  ll»llfo«d  *Tl«tlo«>.  Tlw  Abandenad  Aallread  Variation  li  apprcnlnatalT 
192. T allai  long  to  tha  192  allaa  for  tba  pregeiad  routa  It  aould  raplaea. 

TUI*  nas  allgxaant  aould  avoid  anr  nav  croaainga  of  tt»  Oragon  Maroon  Trail,  but 
aould  net  avoid  eroiting  ttia  South  Paaa  National  Hlatorlc  Landaark  IIM.), 


tha  MC.  Tbia  routa  aould  provide  eiN  aoaa  opportunity  to  rattera  and  roclala  a 
tubatantlal  aa^nt  el  an  dilating  diaturbanea.  Including  that  part  of  tha  railroad 


travaraing  through  tha  Ml. 


Tha  abandoned  railroad  bad  ahich  runa  froa  Nock  Springa,  Myaalng  to  the  abandoned 
Iron  ora  alna  In  tha  South  Paaa  area  north  of  Vyoalng  Nlghvay  The  ralla  and 
ballaat  have  boon  raaevad,  Tha  prepeaad  routa  of  tha  Altaaent  pipallna  croaaaa  tha 
abandonad  railroad  at  apprcnlaataly  929.  laiadlataly  aaat  ot  tha  Svaataatar 
Nlvar.  Thia  variation  muld  have  tha  pipallna  folloa  tha  railroad  tor  29  allaa  to 


alth  Ineraaiad  length  aould  ba  otfaat  by  aavingt  In  reduced  eonatruetlon  tlaa  due 
ralatlvoly  flat  topography  and  loner  potential  for  cultural  alto 


l^\J2  12  Renumbering  is  now  not  necessary 


I-A12  IJ  Commenl  accepiwJ.  Sec  change  lo  Chapicr  2 Prior  approval  by  Ihc  fultiul  land  managing 
agency  is  also  recognized  in  DEIS  Kccomiiiendaliun  SO. 


FA-65 


FA-66 


FA12-14  Comment  accepted.  See  matenal  added  as  new  Appendix  B-4. 

FAi2-lS  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3B. 

FA12-16  Comment  noted,  (a)  See  revised  Chapter  3D  for  a discussion  of  the  Recreations]  Opportunity 
Spectrum,  (b)  Because  the  actual  route  of  the  Continental  Divide  Trail  has  not  been  determined 
at  this  time,  any  attempt  at  sile-specific  analysis  would  be  speculauve.  However,  we  believe  that 
with  implementation  of  Altamonfs  Coiutruclion  and  Rehabilitation  Plan  MP  S 1 1 n m mp  san  i^ 
and  other  mitigation  discussed  and/or  recommended  in  the  FEIS,  the  right-of-way  would  have 
a low  visual  impact  on  the  future  trail,  (c)  See  the  introduction  to  Chapter  3D  for  a descripoon 
of  the  land  use  categories.  Rangeland  is  the  category  that  best  describes  the  existing  condition 


FA12-I7  The  referenced  sentence  sutes  that  *the  route  passes  just  outside  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
Wind  River  Indian  Reservation*.  It  was  erroneously  included  in  the  paragraph  which 
Washakie  County  in  an  early  draft  of  the  EIS.  This  feature  occurs  in  Fremont  County. 

FAI2-I8  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3D. 


FA12-I9  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3D. 
FA12-20  See  Chapter  3M 'Cultural  Resources*. 

FA  12-2 1 See  Chapter  3M  'Cultural  Resources*. 
FA12-22  Thank  you  for  this  information. 
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Hh)r  l»  4r«  taralnology  *it 


Icago  eurllnslor 


AGO  Me»a»»f , lha  Hartharn 
Hoaood-iost  Cabin  ration 
Ibantlflatf  along  fha  rout 


SKXJ.D  MM)  Vaaourc 


■ SK)U.O  e£  Burlington  Northarn 


30  tna  follouing  aorolng:  ,.,)0  fa 
aralt.  On  raOaral  lanaa.  ataging  a 
riana«ar  poaalbla.  Potanllal  contaa 


, fCRC  and  faOara 


FA  12-23  The  cited  paragraph  was  not  intended  to  be  all-inclusive,  and  referred  the  reader  to  Appendix  E. 

A previous  reference  in  Chapter  3E  identified  that  wetland  and  riparian  vegetation  inforcnauon 
was  presented  in  Appendix  E and  summarized  in  Table  3E-2.  With  the  excqiUon  of  Little 
Beaver  and  Tweed  Creek,  all  of  the  crossings  referenced  are  listed  in  Appendix  E.  Riparian 
areas  associated  with  Bridger  and  Twin  Creek,  and  the  Sweetwater  River  are  less  than  200  feet 
wide  (based  on  field  obscrvauons  and  aerial  photography  review),  and  therefore  not  referenced 
in  (he  cited  paragraph.  While  our  aerial  photographs  do  not  indicate  significant  riparian 
vegeiaiiDO  at  Little  Beaver  Creek,  we  will  te  happy  to  revise  Appendix  E if  the  BLM  can 
confirm  the  linear  foouge  of  riparian  vegeution  which  would  be  disturbed  at  this  location. 
Please  note  that  Allamont't  November  1990  realignments  avoided  Tweed  Creek. 

FAI2-24  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3E. 

FA12-2S  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3E. 

FA12-26  We  have  clarified  this  in  our  revision  of  Chapter  3F. 

FAI2-27  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3G. 

FA12-28  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  31. 

FA  12-29  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3M. 

FA12‘30  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  in  Chapters  3M  and  4M. 

FA12-3I  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  in  Chaplera  3M  and  4M. 

FAI2-32  Comment  accepted.  Sec  change  to  Chapter  3M. 


FAI2-33  Thank  you  for  (his  information. 


FA12-34  Chapter  4C  now  acknowledges  that  federal  land  managing  agencies  may  require  standards  which 
differ  from  our  procedures. 


FAI2-3S  See  previous  response. 

FA12-36  See  response  to  Comment  FA12-34. 


FA-67 


FA-68 


FAI2-37  «-iJ 

FAI2-38 

FAI2-39|4C*iS 
FA12-40  «-« 


FA12-41 


Lint  / CWtHlS Pay  >01? 

2 AOO  tha  lolliwlas  •erding:  ...100  leaf  aloe  ba  iubalttad  to  FlftC  lor  ra»la»  and 

approval  prior  to  eontlrwcl  Ion.  On  fadaral  lands,  alta-apaclflc  conatrwtion  plant 
lor  all  rivar  and  rlparlan/aatland  crottlngt,  Irratpaetiva  of  aldth.  alll  ba  raquirad 
bf  ir«  furlaca  aanaglng  agancr  for  raslaa  and  approval  prior  to  construction,  tbosa 
plans  sbovid  M davalopod... 

— ACO  tr>a  folloving  vording:  ...Bank  StabI  I liat  lon/Ravagatal Ion.  Streanbank 

...riparian  strip  along  tl«  ttraia  aabanknant.  On  fadaral  land.  Just  as  In  ttw 
upland  araas.  tha  riparlan/uatland  araas  ulll  ba  saadid  or  hava  vagatatlon 
transplantad  on  1ha»  and  typararl ly  lanead  altar  saading  Ilf  nacassarir  to  kaap  oil 
eoncantratlons  of  llvastock). 

I Ilw  Missouri  Alvar  should  requlra  spacHle  naasuras  coaparabla  to  tba  Milk  Alvar. 

All  mis  Is  a aora  dataliad  assassaant  of  lapacts  and  tha  petantlal  for  Inpact  altigatlon 
mat  va  faal  anlsts  In  tlw  South  Pass  araa  batvaan  SIO  and  IP  S30. 

First,  tl^  preposad  pipallna  psssos  through  an  araa  that  prasantly  has  fa« 
hi0an-oada  fatturas.  Ihosa  that  ara  thara  ara  aostly  tuo-trach  roads  and  faneas, 
featuras  that  bland  In  fairly  voll  alth  tha  natural  landscapa. 

Tha  araa  Is  er«  of  vary  high  public  Intarast  and  contains  a nuibar  of  National 
Scanie  end  Historic  Irallt.  It  Is  sparsely  vagatatad  and  In  oany  places  has  only  a 
thin  vaiwar  ot  soil  over  bedrock.  It  Is  tharofora  an  araa  considered  to  have  vary 
high  visual  sensitivity.  It  does  not  hava  very  high  potential  for  ravegatat Ion, 
particularly  for  tlw  raestabi Istvaant  of  natural  vegetatlva  pattarns  In  a relatively 

This  stalenenf  Is  supported  by  the  enperlenee  ulth  the  AT4T  ceeaiuncat  Ion  Una, 
located  south  of  the  Sveeluater  Alter,  an  area  having  slallar  envlromental 
conditions.  That  Una  vas  built  about  20  years  ago  and  Is  clearly  visible  today  both 
In  tha  field  and  on  aerial  photographs  suppllad  to  BLM  by  AMaeont.. 

Construction  of  the  pipeline  vlll  creat  Unas  and  color  that  contrast  ulth  the 
natural  Una  and  color  In  tha  landscape.  Most  of  tha  natural  Unas  In  the  landscape 
ara  tna  Una  defining  tha  gently  rolling  Mils.  Therefera.  aleost  all  Unas  In  Tha 
landscape  ore  gently  curved.  Intersecting,  horijontol  lines.  Color  Is  pradoelnetaly 
a greenish,  greyish  beige.  Color  changes  ulth  seasons  but  It  raasonably  closely 
approvleatad  by  BCH's  standard  anvlronmantal  color  knoun  as  Cerlsbad  Canyon. 

Flald  avMlnatlons  varo  llaltad  this  ulnlar  but  It  Is  spparant  that  the  color  ot 
me  disturbed  rlght*of-«ay  sill  ba  lighter  than  tha  natural  vagafsllen,  aspeclally 
bctvean  Rock  Creek  and  ti«  drainage  divide  batsaan  Wlllov  Creak  and  Slaughterhouse 
Culeh.  Ttw  Una  creeled  by  pipeline  construction  ull  I cross  natural  Unas  of  the 
landscape  at  right  angles  snd  appear  vertical  rather  than  tiorltental.  lapacts  to 
llna  and  color.  In  e«<blna1lon,  sill  create  a netlcaabla  scar  of  long>tora  duration 
and  sould  ba  readily  noticaabla  troa  oil  aoln  travel  routes  Into  tha  araa. 

S-T  ACO  tha  follovlng  rasording;  ...and  Kamrerer  Resource  Manegoaent  Plan.  Ho  knosn 
conflicts  sith  tha  plans  end  policies  sat  torth  In  these  doc»*«nts  vould  result  for 
tha  aajor Ity  of  the  preposad  pipeline  route.  Tha  proposed  route  through  tha  South 
Pass  araa  cenlUcts  scawshat  vlth  the  Lander  Resource  Mantgyant  Plan  and  tha  Big 
Sandy  Hanagaent  fraNuork  Plan.  BLM  policy  and  thaso  plans  prescribe  aanagsMnt  of 
rlght-of>say  use  of  tt«  public  lands  to  corridors  shanavar  practical  and  laaslbla. 


FAI2-37  See  respoTise  to  Commeni  FA12-34. 

FA12-38  See  response  to  Commeni  34  above. 

FAI2-39  Please  see  our  revision  of  Chapter  4C. 

FAI2-40  We  assume  (his  comment  was  intended  for  Chapter  4L.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 


FAI2-4I  Commeni  noted.  Sec  revised  Chapter  4D. 


FAi2-4l 

(COM.) 


FA12-44| 

FAI2-45 


.'A12-46 

f'AI2-47 

rA12-4B 

FA12-49 

FA12-50 

FA12-5I 

FA12-52 

FA12  S3|  ‘ 
FAI2-54|  ' 


or  >«0«ta1 


vogototl**  coMItlont.  Conat 


Tho  eloarlng  of  Uptrlatt  vogotallon  ■ill  bo  t long-tor*  l^tet  or  habltot 
■Intor  rango. 

vMla-tallad  priirlo  oog  li  uniqua  fo  tho  loofhorn  portion  or  Carbon  Count 


>ng  tho  Crarbull,  Bighorn. ,, 
algratlng...*  SHOULD  R£AD  lap 


FA12-42  Comrrjenl  noted.  See  response  to  Comment  FAI2-16  above  and  revised  Chapter  4D, 


FA12-43  Comment  noted.  We  have  addressed  this  u 


e detail  in  FEIS  Chapter  4D-9. 


FA  12-44  We  disagree.  Removal  of  vegetation  along  a right-of-way  may  result  in  an  increase  in  vehicle 
use  along  the  right-of-way  only  where  enisling  vegeution  precludes  vehicle  access  (i.e.,  forested 
areas).  The  comment  is  academic  along  virtually  all  of  Allamoni's  proposed  route. 

FA12-4S  We  doubt  that  it  would  take  willows  10  to  20  years  to  reestablish. 


FA  1 2-46  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 
FA12-47  See  response  to  Comment  FA12-34  above. 

FAi2-48  Thank  you  for  this  infornulion. 

FA12-49  The  DEIS  acknowledges  this  fact  on  Page  4E-62. 
FAI2-S0  Thank  you  for  this  information. 

FAI2-S1  Yes.  Please  see  revisions  to  Chapter  4E. 
FAI2-S2  Thank  you  for  this  information. 

FA12-S3  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 

FA12-S4  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 


FA-69 


FA-70 


FA12-S7 

FA12-58 


FA12-60|  «M-J 
FA12-6I| 


FA12-62| 

FA12-63 


FA12-64 

FA12-65 


«uch  Kner  tlwn  4)/MC4lon  baimn  >Mo  (K>tt  3)3- )70. 


•raai  b«t.Mr>  H>  333-370. 


AOO  • iwa  paragraph  aClar  12.  1h*  PrapoaaO  teflon  vIM  <auM  lapacta  on  thrao 

•ajor.  cirtoMa  ol  tho  Orogon  trail.  Tho  landor  Cutoll,  tho  Slala  Oooh  Catolf.  am) 
tha  Klnnor  Cutoff  alll  all  bo  affoetod  bp  tbo  Prcpoaod  fiouto. 

Ite  aalatlng  dirt  road  li  k«w«n  at  fha  ■Orogon  Outtaa  Road*  ratter  tten  tte  landar 


Plaeta  ebanga  to  road;  *1(00  itaff  and  approprlata  agonclot  ttaff.  In 
eontultatlon*  Tte  BLN  outt  bo  Inaolvad  In  all  contulfatlon  ragardlng  oMactt  to  al  I 
historic  propartlos  on  lands  adolnistarod  bp  tte  BLN. 


FAI2-SS  Comment  accepied.  See  changes  to  Chapter  4E.  *40  acres'  refers  to  Ihe  enure  route  in 
Wyoming. 


FA12*S6  See  response  to  Comment  FAI2-34  alMve. 


FA12-S7  We  are  unaware  of  an  planning  initiatives  to  designate  corridors  in  the  project  area.  However, 
this  issue  is  addressed  in  Chapter  S of  the  FEIS. 

FA12-S8  We  disagree.  Review  of  U.S.  Geological  Survey  topographic  maps,  aerial  phoiography,  and 
data  filed  by  Altamont  all  support  the  occurrence  of  suitable  access  roads  along  the  proposed 
route  at  much  smaller  distances  than  the  referenced  10-  to  20-mile  intervals. 


FA12-S9  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  4M. 
FAI2-60  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  to  Chapter  4M. 


FAI2-6I  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4M. 

FA12-62  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4M  and  S. 

FA12-63  Comment  noted.  We  do  not  anticipate  pursuing  the  development  of  any  project-specific 
agreement  documents  at  this  lime. 


FA12-64  Abandonment  of  either  pipeline  is  addressed  in  Chapter  2.  If  condiUons  warranted  the 
replacement  of  sections  of  the  pipeline  al  some  future  date,  measures  similar  lo  those  used 
during  construction  would  be  employed.  Neither  abandonment  nor  sectional  replacement  is 
presently  proposed. 


FAI2-65  See  material  added  to  Chapter  S.  We  disagree  that  use  of  Alumom's  proposed  route  consuiutes 
the  establishment  of  a 'utility  corridor'.  Utility  corridors  across  federally-administered  lands 
are  designated  as  a result  of  a formal  planning  process  which  is  adopted  into  a resource 
management  plan  or  plan  amendment. 


FA12-66  Recreational  resources  are  a specific  aspect  of  our  land  use  analysis.  In  this  regard,  we 
developed  a criterion  for  determining  significance  of  adverse  impacts  on  recreation  and 
addres^  recreational  impact  in  Chapter  4D. 


FA  1 2-67 


FA12-68 


Coi^rstwr  l«  r«M*4  on  tho**  <taflout  rovt«». 


irltcm  Mnaslng  •g»ncT>  aganc 


<>C0  Itw  fol  loving  aorOIng  io  tr«  and  of  aaaiura  46:  ...AIt«aont  thell  eontinwa  to 

vatland,  and  alraaa  croiting  aaading  and  ravagatatlen  araai  aar  rawilra  lancing  to 
ansura  auccatafal  atabi I Itat Ion  and  ravagatatlon. 


FAI2-72 

FA12-73 

FA12-74 

FAI2-75 
FA12-76j 
FA12-77| 
FA  1 2-78 1 


FA12-67  Aerial  photography  obtained  in  September  1989  at  a scale  of  1:12.000. 
FAI2-68  Comment  accepted.  See  language  added  to  Section  2.4.3  in  Chapter  2. 

FAI2-69  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Recommendation  S. 


FA12-70  Comment  noted.  The  requirement  to  fence  disturbed  riparian,  wetland,  and  stream  crossing 
areas  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  landowner  of  land  administering  agency. 

FA12-7I  This  recommendation  appears  to  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  BLM's  conclusions  in  Chapter  6. 

(See  BLM  Comment  3 above.)  ISubsequeol  discussions  with  (he  BLM  Indicate  (hat  the 
mileposts  referenced  In  (his  comment  are  wrong.  Tbe  parenthetical  should  read  "(between 
MPs  525  and  550,  and  between  MI^  596  and  620)*.]  BLM's  intent  to  require  further  attalysis 
to  determine  feasibility  of  the  two  segment  variations  is  noted  in  sections  in  Chapten  2 (Secuon 
2.4.4)  and  (BLM  CONCLUSIONS...). 


FA12-72  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Recommendation  68. 


FA  12*73  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Recommendation  68. 

FA  12-74  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Recommendation  68. 


FA  12-75  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Recommendation  68. 


FA12-76  DEIS  Recommendations  5 and  18  acknowledge  the  role  that  appropriate  federal  and  state 
agencies  would  play  in  prescribing  seed  mixes.  See  also  response  to  Comment  FAI2-73  of  the 
State  of  Montana. 

FA12-T7  Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  response  to  Comment  FA12-76  above. 

FA12-78  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  to  Appendix  B-3. 


FA-71 


A.I.  lecst*  at  laa»t  100  t«*t  a-ay  4rM  Mtland 


FA-72 


FAI2-79  See  response  to  Comment  PA  1 2-47  above. 


FA12-80  See  response  to  Comment  FA12-S6  above. 


UAda,  Just  aa  In  Ih* 
or  hav*  vagatatlon 


FA12-8I 


See  response  to  Comment  FA12-36  above. 


O-SSIO 


ORIGINA^_ 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  SSSi 

BUREAUOK  RtCLAMATION  ^SS 

DENVER orncE  ^ ' 

roBox2soo7  ■' 

BUILDING  67,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER  ' 

DENVER.  COLORADO  b022S  0007 

MAR  • 7 1991  '•> 


Hs.  Lois  Cashell 

SecreCary,  Federal  Enerqy  Re9ulaCory  Conrnlsalon 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington  DC  20426 


Subject:  Review  o£  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Pacific 

Gas  Transmission  Company  and  Altamont  Gas  Transmission 
Company's  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects;  Idaho, 

Washington,  Oregon,  California,  Montana  and  Wyoming 
(ER  91/601  (Due  Date  February  21,  1991)  (Environmental 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


FAI3-I 


Due  to  a misunderstanding  within  our  agency,  comments  were  sent  to  you 
in  error  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Pacific  Northwest  and  Great 
Plains  Regional  offices,  regarding  ER  91/60. 

He  are  withdrawing  these  comnenta.  Out  comments  will  be  incorporated 
in  a letter  from  the  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs, 
Department  of  the  Interior, 


Sincerely, 


Robert  K.  Lanky,  Manager 
Planning  Services  Staff 

cc:  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  Ms.  Libby  Stone 
Main  Interior  Building 
1849  C Street,  N.H, 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 


(U.S.  Depanmenl  of  (he  Interior,  Bureau  of  Keilamallon,  Denver,  Colorado) 


FAI3-I  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  No  response  required. 


FA-73 


FA-74 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  II 

7S  Htwihorn*  Sirtit 
$•0  Franclico.  Ca.  9410S 

i J ..W* 


Lois  D.  cashell.  Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Conaission 

825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

RE:  Docket  Nos.  CPe9-460-00l  and  CP90-1375-000) 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the 
draft  environmental  Impact  statement  (DEIS)  for  the  P0T/PG6B  and 
AltaaoDt  Natural  Oaa  Plpelloe  Projeete  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  section  309  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  Detailed  comments  are  enclosed  reflecting  the  concerns  of 
EPA  Regions  VIII,  IX,  and  X. 

The  PGT/PG4E  pipeline  would  include  the  construction  of  845 
miles  of  new  pipeline  and  the  expansion  of  numerous  compressor 
stations.  This  SI. 18  billion  dollar  project  would  connect  to  the 
Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company,  Ltd.  (ANG)  pipeline  at  Kingsgate, 
British  Columbia  and  deliver  gas  to  PGT/PG6E  from  fields  located 
in  British  Columbia  and  Alberta.  Gas  would  be  delivered  to  PGT 
facilities  in  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon,  and  PG6E  facilities 
as  far  south  as  Fresno  County,  California.  The  DEIS  states  that 
the  environmental  Impacts  of  the  ANG  project  are  beyond  the  scope 
of  analysis. 

The  Altamont  pipeline  would  include  the  construction  of  620 
miles  of  pipeline  crossing  the  U.S. /Canada  border  near  Mild 
Horse,  Montana  and  running  to  Opal,  Wyoming.  The  Altamont 
pipeline  connects  to  the  Kern  Rlver/Mojave  pipeline  at  Opal  that 
delivers  gas  to  Southern  California.  Although  a majority  of 
Altamont's  capacity  is  expected  to  use  Canadian  gas  from  the  Al- 
bertan NOVA  Corp.,  the  ultimate  origin  of  the  gas  would  be  deter- 
mined later.  The  cost  of  this  pipeline  is  an  estimated  $673.4 
million  dollars.  At  least  four  alternative  projects  meet  the 
FERC  screening  criteria  for  supplying  all  or  most  of  the  natural 
gas  needed  for  California. 


(Hailed  Suus  EaviroaoMotal  ProUrtloo  Agency,  San  Francisco,  CaUromia] 


Project  impacts  include  a variety  of  significant  effects  at- 
tributable to  the  large  geographic  scope  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
project.  For  example,  the  proposed  pipeline  alignments  would 
cross:  302  acres  of  wetlands;  463  perennial  and  intermittent 
streams;  26  major  rivers;  5 waterbodies  with  contaminated  sedi- 
ments; 36  recreation  fisheries;  31  fishery  spawning  areas;  and  18 
anadromous  fisheries.  In  addition,  it  is  projected  to  poten- 
tially affect  31  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  to  disturb 
large  acreages  of  forested  land,  sensitive  soil  areas,  farmland, 
and  wildlife  habitat.  Compressor  stations  and  venting  could  con- 
tribute to  air  quality  degradation.  Several  hundred  significant 
cultural  resource  sites  would  also  be  crossed. 


FAI4-2 


The  DEIS  indicates  that  significant  impacts,  such  as  those 
sttributable  to  PGT's  proposed  route  through  the  Koyle  River  val- 
ley, would  occur  to  sensitive  wildlife  species,  wetland  areas, 
visual  resources,  cultural  resources,  and  recreational  users. 

The  DEIS  further  indicates  that  the  proposed  route  would  increase 
the  likelihood  of  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  water  quality 
and  coldwater  fisheries.  Other  fishery,  wetland,  and  water 
quality  impacts  could  occur.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
proposed  alignment  would  comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act  section 
404(b)(1)  Guidelines  for  the  disposal  of  dredged  or  fill 
®*^*rial.  EPA  recommends  the  selection  of  a pipeline  realignment 
capable  of  avoiding  Identified  impacts  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible.  Mitigation  for  remaining  impacts  should  be  Identified 
in  the  FEIS. 


EPA  has  rated  this  document  EO-2  (Environmental  Objections, 
Insufficient  Information]  because  of  the  aforementioned  sig- 
nificant impacts  and  the  lack  of  specificity  in  the  overall  im- 
pact analysis  and  proposed  mitigation  measures.  EPA  has  iden- 
tified significant  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  avoided  in 
order  to  provide  adequate  protection  for  the  environment.  Cor- 
rective measures  nay  require  substantial  changes  to  the  preferred 
alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project  alternative. 

In  the  DEIS  the  FERC  staff  identifies  the  need  to  develop  several 
pieces  of  information,  including  alignment  alternatives,  site- 
specific  impact  analyses,  and  mitigation  programs  which  should 
have  been  made  available  in  the  DEIS  for  public  review  and  com- 
ment. The  absence  of  definitive  information  in  the  DEIS  makes  it 
difficult  to  assess  the  full  impact  of  and  potential  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  oroiect. 


FAI4-I  TTunk  you  for  your  comcneni.  The  staff  utilized  the  best  available  information  in  evaluating 
potential  impact  associated  with  the  construction  of  both  projects,  and  has  concluded  that  its 
recommended  mitigation  measures  would  minimize  or  eliminate  the  majority  of  significant 
impacts  identified. 


FAI4-2  Additional  information  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 


FA14-3  Please  see  the  Final  EIS:  Chapter  3C.  3E.  3L.  3M.  4C,  4E,  4L,  4M.  S,  and  6.  and  Appendit  F 
for  a further  discussion  of  impact  of  (he  Moyie  River  Valley.  These  chapters  discuss  impact 
associated  with  construction  along  the  Moyie  River  proposed  route  and  the  Camp  Nine 
Alternative,  and  evaluate  a detailed  mitigabon  plan  proposed  by  PGT  Based  on  the  discussion 
contained  in  the  Final  EIS,  the  staff  concludes  that  impact  on  Waters  of  the  U.S.  would  be 
minimized  to  the  maximum  extent  pracbcable,  as  required  by  Secbon  404(b)(1). 


FA-75 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS,  please 
send  three  copies  of  the  FEIS  to  this  office,  the  Region  Vip  of- 
fice, and  the  Region  X office  at  the  sane  time  that  it  is  filed 
with  our  Washington,  D.C.  headquarters.  If  you  have  any  ques- 
tions, please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  FTS  4B4-1S10,  or 
your  staff  may  contact  Jacqueline  Wyland  at  FTS  484-1564. 


Director,  Office  of  External  Affairs 


cc:  Dick  Sanderson,  EPA  HQs 

Gene  Kersey,  EPA  Region  VIII 
Sally  Brough,  EPA  Region  X 
USFWS,  Portland 
USFWS,  Sacramento 

COB,  South  Pacific  Division,  San  Francisco 
COE,  Omaha  District 
KHFS,  Santa  Rosa 
CEQ,  Dinah  Bear 
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SUBJECT:  PCT/PC4E  and  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects 
Draft  Els.  Dated  January  1991.  ^ 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE. 

Washington,  DC  20426 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell; 

We  have  review  the  subject  Draft  EIS  and  would  like  to 
suggest  that  an  additional  figure  be  added  to  the  document.  That  FAI5-I 

IS  an  additional  map  similar  to  figure  2-14,  page  2-68  of  the 
Draft  EIS  that  shows  all  parts  of  the  routes  being  considered 
the  alternatives  and  their  alternates. 

Sincerely 

Chief,  Regulatory  and  Environmental 
Resource  Branch 

Planning  and  Engineering  Division 

Copy  Furnished: 

CENPO-CO-R  (Zammit) 
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(Dcparlinenl  of  Ihe  Army,  Portland  Dblricl  Corp^  of  Engineers,  Portland,  Oregon] 


Figure  2-14  illustrates  'Interstate  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project  Alternatives'  to  the  proposed 
projects;  that  is.  syilcm  aJtematives.  Detailed  maps  of  both  applicants'  routes  as  well  as 
altemauve  routes,  arc  shown  in  Volume  11  of  the  DEIS,  Overview  maps  of  specific  allemaiive 
routes  considered  in  the  DEIS  are  also  provided  in  Figures  2-3,  2-4,  2-10.  6-1,  6-2,  and  6-3. 
The  staff  believes  that  these  maps  and  figures  adequately  illusiraie  the  location  of  the  proposed 
projects  and  alternative  routes  under  consideration. 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  . 

National  Ocaanic  and  Atmoapharlc  Admlnittratlof  pA.78 

NAIIONU.  MARINE  ElSHtRlES  SERVICE 
{ Southwest  Region 

300  South  Ferry  Street 
Teminal  Island,  California  90731 


March  4.  1991  F/SWR13^GT 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comaission 
825  North  Capitol  Street.  N.E.  /j 

Cashell: 


Washington,  DC  20426 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  EnvlronnentaP 
Inpact  Statement  (DEIS)  concerning  the  PCT/PGEE  and  Altamont 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects.  We  hope  that  the  following 
comments  will  help  you  in  completing  the  Final  EIS. 


The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  is  responsible  for 
preserving  and  enhancing  anadromous  fish  resources  and  the 
habitats  that  support  these  resources.  The  Southwest  Region  of 
NMFS  has  jurisdiction  over  anadromous  resources  in  California. 
Anadromous  fish  may  be  impacted  by  the  two  Sacramento  River 
crossings  as  well  as  the  crossings  at  Dutch  Slough  and  the  San 
Joaquin  River  of  the  PGT/PGEE  project. 


The  PGT/PG&E  Project  will  cross  the  Sacramento  River  twice 
(approximate  River  Miles  245  and  3)  also  Dutch  Slough  Once  and 
the  San  Joaquin  once.  You  state  on  page  4F-8  that  winter-run 
Chinook  salmon  are  "emergency  listed"  as  threatened  under  the 
Federal  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  As  of  November  30,  1990  a 
final  listing  of  winter-run  as  threatened,  is  in  affect  (55  CFR, 
No.  214,  46515). 


The  DEIS  also  describes  the  Sacramento  River  primarily  as  a 
conduit  for  migration.  This,  in  general,  is  the  case.  However, 
spawning  does  occur  at  the  upper  river  project  site.  Spawning 
also  occurs  below  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  to  Hamilton  City 
(approximate  River  Mile  200).  Winter-run  Chinook  salmon  occur  in 
the  upper  river  project  area  for  most  of  the  year  either  as 
adults  or  juveniles,  in  the  lower  river  project  area,  various 
life  stages  of  winter-run  Chinook  are  generally  present  from 
October  to  June. 


|(j.S.  Deparlmenl  of  Cocnmerce,  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Admlnistratloo. 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  Terminal  bland.  California] 
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The  EIS  mentions  several  variations  for  river  crossings.  He 
strongly  recommend  that  PGT/PG6B  use  the  directional  drilling 
method  at  the  upper  river  project  site.  If  they  use  this  method 
and,  stipulate  in  advance  to  certain  timing  windows  for  the  lower 
river  sites,  ESA  Section  7 consultation  may  be  completed 
informally.  Timing  in  the  lower  river  and  the  delta  allows  in- 
water work  generally  between  late  June  and  late  September. 
Whichever  method  is  selected  Section  7 consultation  should  be 
undertaken  and  resolved  before  completion  of  the  Final  EIS. 


FA16-1  Thank  you  for  this  infomution.  PCT  is  currently  investigabng  (he  feasibility  of  directionally 
drilling  the  Upper  Sacramento  River  crossing.  However,  at  this  time,  PGT  does  not  know  if 
this  method  of  installation  is  feasible.  The  FERC  staff  reHected  this  uncertainty  in  its  Biological 
Assessment,  a copy  of  which  was  sent  to  the  commentoron  February  22,  1991.  and  determined 
that  construction  of  PG&E's  facilities  would  affect,  but  would  not  jeopardize,  the  winter-run 
Chinook  salmon.  Based  on  its  determinaoon  of  affect,  the  FERC  staff  has  iniuated  Formal 
Consultation  with  the  Nation  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 


If  you  have  questions  concerning  these  comaents  or  wish  to 
discuss  the  project  further,  please  contact  Michael  Thabault  of 
my  staff  at:  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  777  Sonoma 
Avenue,  Room  325,  Santa  Rosa,  California  95404?  telephone  (707) 
578-7513.  Questions  specifically  relating  to  winter-run  should 
W-  Lecky  of  my  staff  at:  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  300  South  Ferry  Street,  Terminal  Island, 
California  90731. 


Fullerton 
Regional  Director 
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State  Agency  Comments 


I 


STATE  AGENCIES 


Pae 


SAl  Washington  State  Department  of  Natural  Resources  SA-1 

SA2  Idaho  State  Historical  Society SA-2 

SA3  Idaho  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare,  Division  of  Environmental  Quality  SA-4 

SA4  Oregon  Department  of  Forestry  SA-7 

SA5  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  SA-9 

SA6  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  SA-10 

SA7  State  of  Montana  SA-1 2 

SA8  Wyoming  State  Engineer’s  Office SA-34 

SA9  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game SA-35 

SAIO  California  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture SA-37 

SAll  Washington  Department  of  Ecology SA-40 

SA12  State  of  Wyoming  (Governor)  SA-44 

SAB  Wyoming  State  Historic  Preservation  Office SA-49 

SAM  Wyoming  Division  of  Parks SA-53 

SA15  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  SA-55 

SA16  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department  SA-57 

SA17  Wyoming  Industrial  Siting  Administration SA-66 

SAl 8 Wyoming  Geological  Survey  SA-69 

SA19  Wyoming  State  Land/Farm  Loan SA-70 

SA20  Wyoming  Public  Service  Commission SA-7I 

SA21  University  of  Califomia/Cooperative  Extension SA-75 

SA22  Idaho  Fish  and  Game SA-78 
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(Washington  Slate  Department  of  Natural  Resources) 


WASHINGTON  STATE  DEPAITTMENT  OF 

Natural  Resources 


HHIAN  IlUYll 
CunitnuiMOOut  ol  f^uOk  l.iiiilb 


OLYMPIA  WA  9tib04 


Ms.  Luis  Cushell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regutuiury  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE 
Washington,  DC  20426 

I Thank  yuu  for  allowing  us  an  opportunity  to  review  these  documents. 
Sincetcly.  / 

David  F.  Dieizman 
Manager.  SEPA  Center 


SAI-I  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Equal  Ooporlunty/Attirmative  Action  Employer 


SA-l 


RECEIVED  BY 

J4N  i ^ !;• 

ittfliioiiNiiiiu  iwnuuct  MO  t'iuiicf 

IDAHO  STATE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY""'*"'" 

CECIL  Q ANDRUS,  Governor 

January  24,  1990 
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Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  SecreCdry 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coaaission 
625  North  Capitol  Street.  N.E. 

Washington,  DC  20426 

RE:  PGT/PG&E  and  Aliaaont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects: 

Draft  En* Ironaental  lapact  Stateeent 


fclU  N |gli<  Dr 
a...K  Idiitu  »)70r 
m )M2I20 


niu  N JuiM  0«\r>  Oi 
(kHtf  ld,hu  *Kd2 

2I>«  JP  iWa  „ . . , 


lliiluri,  PtrKixliun 


Thank  you  for  forwarding  the  draft  EIS  for  the  PCT/PG6E 
Pipeline  Eipanslon  Project.  Loops  I and  2 of  the  project 
will  cross  the  Idaho  Panhandle  froa  Eastport  to  Post  Falls. 
Idaho . 

Chapter  4H.  "Env Iroaent al  Consequences:  Cultural 
Resources  and  Paleontology"  which  describes  sites 
Identified  within  the  APE  in  Idaho  discusses  only  one 
prehistoric  In  the  Idaho  portion.  However,  three  additional 
prehistoric  sites.  10BK309,  1081350,  end  108122..,  were 
recorded  after  the  Initial  archaeological  survey  of  the 
project  route.  These  sites  are  located  within  the  ROW  and 
will  be  tested  in  Phase  2 investigations.  Enclosed  is  page 
6-11  froa  PGT-PGdE's  Cultural  Resources  Assessaent  Report 
which  provides  e brief  description  of  the  prehistoric  sites. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
Suzi  Neitzel  at  206-334-3847. 


Oip  Ihtlu.* 

2lii  -M.m  W 
tkMK  IJ.Iki  *i7U2 


Sincerely , 


Donald  W.  Watts 
Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 


2U«  JH  M2t 


DWW/spn 

cc:  Hs.  Nancy  Ridgeway,  PCE-PG&T 
Nr.  Nark  C.  Kalpin,  FERC 


SA-2 

(Idaho  Stale  Historical  Society] 
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Thank  you  for  this  informaiion.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  3M.  4M.  and  6. 


The  historic  sites  can  be  evaluated  in  the  context  of  these  phases  and  in  their  ability  to 
contribute  information  on  the  specific  research  questions  of  economy,  demography, 
social  organization,  and  setilement  patterns.  These  constitute  the  means  of  assessing 
significance  relevant  to  36CFR60.4(d).  Criterion  *a"  may  also  be  invoked  if  association 
vrith  themes  of  national,  state,  or  local  history  can  be  demonstrated  and  if  the  property 
represents  a senes  of  events  that  made  a significant  contribution  to  the  development  of 
a community,  the  state  or  the  nation. 

6J.1  Evoluaiioiks 

Site  integrity,  the  adequacy  of  information  to  make  an  evaluation,  and  the  potential  of 
the  sites  to  address  important  research  questions  are  considered  in  resource  evaluation. 
A summary  of  evaluations  is  presented  in  Table  6.2-1.  Notable  site  attributes  or 
qualities  vis-^-vis  significance  evaluation  arc  presented  below. 

The  four  prehistoric  sites  found  by  this  survey  comprise  two-ihirds  of  the  sites  presently 
known  in  the  American  portion  of  the  Moyie  River  Valley.  Their  patterned  locations 
alone  are  important  additions  to  the  study  of  local  prehistoric  setilement  systems. 

More  information  about  extent  and  content  of  the  sites  is  needed  to  complete 
evaluation.  Sites  lO-BY-309  and  lO-BY-222  have  strong  potential  for  buried  cultural 
deposits  which  would  contribute  to  studies  associated  with  prehistoric  research  domains. 
Sites  10-BY-3S0  and  I(3-BY-409  it  must  be  determined  if  the  FAR  is  associated  vrith 
prehistoric  activity.  At  all  of  the  sites  it  is  important  to  determine  if  additional  data 
categones  are  present  and  to  assess  site  integrity  and  boundaries  in  relation  to  the 
APE. 

Site  10-BY-t09  may  be  important  as  only  the  second  recorded  prehistoric  site  in 
the  Moyie  Valley  south  of  the  International  Boundary.  Still,  its  status  as  an 
archaeological  site  remains  to  be  confirmed.  More  information  about  extent  and 
content  of  the  site  are  needed  to  complete  evaluation  of  the  fire-altered  rock 
(FAR)  scatter,  ft  must  be  determined  if  the  FAR  is  associated  with  prehistoric 
human  activity  and  if  additional  data  categories  are  present.  If  this  location  should 
prove  archaeological,  site  dimensions  must  be  ascertained.  No  judgement  of  NRHP 
eligibility  can  be  made  at  this  time. 

Eight  of  the  identified  sites  are  roadside  refuse  dumps  associated  with  Road  System 
Development  (lO-BY-406,  -407,  -408.  -410,  -411,  -412,  lO-BR-795.  lO-KA-286).  Many 
are  barely  old  enough  to  qualify  for  recording;  the  estimated  ages  of  several  extend 
into  the  1950$  or  later.  Conceivably,  a study  of  rural  refuse-disposal  site  contents  could 
be  undertaken  to  document  consumer  patterns  and  address  questions  about  the  local 
economy.  However,  archival  data  and  oral  history  are  better  sources  of  information 
about  such  topics. 


6-11 


SA-3 
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AKMAPO  P DONOVAN 

RECEIVED  BY 


February  B,  1991 
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Ha.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary  COURiAlti 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comalseion  AMirSiSllMOi 
625  North  Capitol  Street,  N.B. 

Washington,  DC  20426 


Ret  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Docket  Nos.  CP99-460-001  and  CP90-1 J75>000 
PGE/PGT  Expansion  Project 


Dear  Ha.  Cashell, 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  DEIS  on  the  proposed  natural  gas 
pipeline  expansions.  Our  agency's  area  of  concern  is  water  quality 
in  the  State  of  Idaho.  The  PGT/PGE  project  will  be  especially 
sensitive  in  the  Moyle  River  area.  The  Moyle  River  is  a Special 
Resource  Water,  hence  high  water  quality  is  needed  to  protect 
benefical  uses  including  salmonid  spawning  and  domestic  water 
supply.  In  the  interest  of  protecting  that  water  quality,  our 
comments  on  the  DEIS  result  from  two  general  areas  of  concern.  They 
aret 


1)  Large  scale  construction  projects  may  create  large  amounts  of 
unprotected  soil.  Turbidity,  as  a result  of  erosion  from 
unprotected  sites,  can  be  detrimantai  to  adjacent  waters.  The  Moyle 
River  basin  can  receive  substantial  rainfall  events  even  in  the 
‘dry*  Bionthe  of  July  and  August.  Runoff,  and  the  subsequent 
erosion  potentall  due  to  poor  soils,  will  require  a conscious 
effort  to  minimlee  sediment  leaving  the  work  site  and  entering  the 
river.  Additional  turbidity  will  be  generated  from  project 
operations  in  the  Moyle  River  as  channel  crossings  are  constructed. 

2)  The  use  and  disposal  of  hydrostatic  test  water  are  also  of 
concern.  Pulling  source  water  from  the  Moyle  River  at  the  DEIS 
recommended  rate  of  not  more  than  10%  |p.  6-31)  will  not  likely 
impact  water  quality.  The  impacts  of  the  hydrostatic  testing  on 
the  water,  including  the  effect  of  the  epoxy  paint  lining  the 
pipeline  on  the  water,  and  the  impacts  of  the  discharge  to  the 
river  are  less  well  documented. 

In  view  of  the  above  concerns,  our  DEIS  comments  are  as  followsi 
1)  p.  2-3, 2-33, 4C-2,4C-11.  Clearing,  grading,  and  spoils. 


Piinitd  on  RocvcM  Popor 


I 


SA.4 


lldabo  DrpartmeDi  of  IlealIb  sod  Welfare,  Division  of  Eoviroomeotal  Qualily) 
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Sediment  control  BMP's  sre  to  be  used  at  ftH  cleared  sites  to 
ralnlmlso  off-site  sediment  transport.  Controls  are  to  be  installed 
after  clearing  is  completed,  prior  to  use  of  the  area  by  heavy 
equipment.  No  area  is  to  be  cleared  that  will  not  see  Immediate 
use.  Likewise,  when  use  of  a cleared  area  is  completed, 
restoration  and  revegetation  efforts  will  begin  immediately.  All 
a^il  banka  will  also  be  protected  from  erosion  by  use  of  covering, 
silt  fencing,  and/or  hay  bales.  Spoil  placement  shall  be  at  least 
25  feet  (vs.  10')  from  atreambanks. 


SA3-2 


2)  p.  4C-11,  4C-12,  4C-13,  C-l-1.  Staging  areas  and  crossings. 

Staging  areas  are  generally  located  nest  to  each  stream 
crossing.  No  access  to  those  staging  areas  relocated  due  to 
wetlands  shall  be  via  the  stream  channel.  Any  rock  used  to 
construct  temporary  stream  crossings  shall  be  clean,  angular 
material  of  sufficient  size  to  prevent  movement  and  erosive  forces. 

Given  the  significant  cummulative  turbidity  and  sedimentation 
impacts  on  water  quality  anticipated  from  construction  of  the  Moyle 
K ‘*i''«relon  techniques  at  major  stream  crossings 

should  be  considered.  Trenching,  pipe  installation,  backfilling, 
and  re-arraorlng  the  streambed  would  then  be  performed  •dry- 
minimizing  suspended  sediments  downstream. 


SA3-3 


3)  p.  2-37,  4C-12,  4C-13.  Hydrostatic  testing.  Permission  to 
discharge  hydrostatic  test  water  to  the  Moyle  River  will  be  allowed 
if  chemical  composition  from  previous  testing  and  leaching  data 
from  the  epxoy  paint  lining  is  presented  to  IDBQ  and  the  discharge 
■tate  water  quality  standards. 
PCT/PGE  will  be  asked  to  monitor  the  discharge  and  receiving  water 
degradation  is  not  occuring.  Downstream  water 
utilities  shall  also  be  notified  in  advance  of  the  discharge. 


^)P'  2-40,  4C-11,  6-32,  B-1-1,.  Timing  and  revegetation.  Prom  a 
w quality  standpoint,  the  time  window  for  construction 

be  during  months  of  low  flow  and  rainfall.  Local  NOAA 
rainfall  data  for  the  Moyle  area  indicates  that  July  and  August  are 
the  lowest  rainfall  months  (significant  rainfall  can  occur  over 
brief  periods,  hence  erosion  control  is  still  needed). 

Revegetation  efforts  will  be  more  successful  if  grass  is  sown 
during  September  while  temperatures  are  still  condusive  to 
can  germinate  before  winter,  a root  system 
wi  Id®  in  place  to  hold  sediment  when  spring  snowmelt  occurs. 
Physical  erosion  control  structures  should  remain  in  place  until 
^ter  the  following  spring  snowmelt  has  occurred  and  grasses  have 
^come  established.  Barring  fisheries  needs,  we  recommend  that 
construction  activities  in  the  Hoyle  River  area  be  limited  to  July 
and  August,  and  that  seeding  for  revegetation  be  in  place  by 
September  1.  r j 

SA3-5  IDBO  staff  would  like  clarification  of  the  PERC  Staff 

Recommended  Mitigation  Measures  for  the  PGT  Project  #22  on  page  6- 
DEIS.  That  measure  recommends  16-20-0  fertilizer  be 
of  60  pounds  nitrogen  per  acre.  The  rate  seems 
excessive  in  light  of  current  forest  practices  in  the  north  Idaho 
area.  Our  concern  la  that  over-application  of  fertilizer  will 


lb 
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The  FERC  staff  has  determined  that  its  recommended  ‘Erosion  Control.  Revegetauon,  and 
Maintenance  Plan*  (Appendix  B-l)  and  ’Sueam  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation 
Procedures*  (Appendix  C-3)  are  sufficient  to  minimize  or  eliminate  erosion  related  impact  on 
the  environment.  Commentor's  proposed  25-foot  setback  for  spoil  piles  on  streambankj  would 
result  in  increased  environmental  impact,  due  to  increased  disturbance  from  construction 
equipment  travel  on  stream  banks  and  stream  beds. 


SA3-2  See  response  to  Comment  SAJ-l.  In  addition,  ‘dry’  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River  are  not 

practicable  due  to  the  width  and  water  (low  of  each  crossing. 


SA3-3  Thank  you  for  informing  us  of  the  lOEQ's  permit  requirements. 


SA3-4  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  4C.  4F  and  6. 


$A3-S  Thank  you  for  your  concern.  This  recommendation  was  developed  based  on  information 

provided  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Bonner  County,  and  Kootenai  County.  Please  see 
revised  Ch^ter  4 and  revised  recommendation  in  Chapter  6. 


-5 


result  in  excessive  nitrate  and  phosphate  loading  in  nearby  water 
bodies,  contributing  to  degredation  of  the  water  quality. 
Tertilixer  types  and  rates  will  be  approprite  and  consistent  with 
local  conditions  and  current  practices. 

If  the  above  comments  are  implemented,  the  project  should  have 
Blnioal  impacts  on  surface  water  quality  in  Idaho.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

Brian  Cochrane 

Water  Quality  Compliance  officer 
BCibc 

cct  Mr.  Mark  C.  Kaplin 


L 


SA-6 


i 


RECEIVED  BY 
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DEPARTMENT 
Pilfl  7“0“B~200  OF  FORESTRY 


Sui«  Formers  Office 

February  6,  1991 


Lois  0.  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  ComBlasion 
825  North  Capitol  Street  N.E. 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

SUBJECT:  COKKENTS  on  Docket  Nos.  CPS9-460-001  and  CP90-1375-000 

Dear  Ms  Cashell: 

We  have  received  notice  of  the  above  and  offer  the  following 
comaients  in  regards  to  the  proposed  project. 

This  Departnent  is  responsible  for  fire  protection  on  private 
forest  lands  in  Oregon  and  all  BUI  lands  in  western  Oregon.  Prior 
to  commencing  operations  on  any  forest  land  in  Oregon,  state  laws 
require  that  contractors  must  notify  the  State  Forester  of  that 
operation  (ORS  527.670),  obtain  a permit  to  use  power  driven 
machinery  (ORS  477.625)  and  if  applicable;  obtain  a permit  to  clear 
rights-of-way  (ORS  477.665). 

This  Department  has  a continuing  concern  with  the  construction  of 
power  lines  through  forested  areas.  In  1989,  38  forest  fires  were 
associated  with  such  power  lines. 

The  Oregon  State  Board  of  Forestry  and  this  Departnent  are  also 
concerned  with  reduction  of  the  State's  forest  land  base  and 
associated  losses  of  timber  revenue,  jobs,  wages  and  other 
benefits.  This  loss  of  forest  land  base  over  the  years  has  been 
due  to  many  factors,  including  conversion  of  forest  land  to  energy 
related  uses. 

Because  of  these  concerns,  we  would  like  to  see  the  following 
information  provided  in  the  analysis  of  this  project: 

1.  What  values  were  used  to  arrive  at  estimated  forest 
productivity  losses  for  timber  stumpage,  wages,  taxes, 
recreation,  fish  and  wildlife? 

% 
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[Oregon  Department  of  Forestry] 


No  estimate  of  economic  losses  associated  with  the  loss  of  forest  productivity  was  prepared 
because  these  impacts  were  determined  to  be  less-than-significant.  Please  see  Chapter  4C, 
‘Socioeconomics*,  Criteria  for  Determining  Significance. 


SA4-2 


SA4-3 


SA4-5 


SA4-6 


2.  Was  the  estlnated  value  lost  (roa  forest  productivity 
included  in  the  econoaic  analysis  of  the  proposed 
project?  Where  is  it  located? 

3.  Pages  3-19  and  3-20  state  that  loops  6 and  7 (both 
containing  forest  lands)  would  be  located  within  the 
existing  ROW  adjacent  to  the  existing  pipeline.  This 
does  not  indicate  a peraanent  loss  of  any  additional 
forest  land  outside  the  ROW.  However,  page  3D-2  appears 
to  indicate  that  there  would  be  a permanent  loss  of 
1,401.7  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  to  ROW.  How  do 
you  reconcile  these  two  data? 

4.  Pages  3D-2,  4G-8  and  D-2-4  Indicate  that  1.959  acres  of 
commercial  forest  land  will  be  cleared/disturbed  during 
construction  on  the  ROW.  However,  page  4E-31  indicates 
only  1,110  acres  of  forest  land  will  be  allowed  to 
regenerate.  What  happened  to  the  remaining  841  acres? 

5.  Page  4E-31  is  supposed  to  list  impacts  and  mitigation 
measures  for  vegetation  and  wildlife  in  Oregon.  Only 
impacts  are  mentioned.  Hitlgation  efforts  in  the  form  of 
replanting  the  construction  disturbed/cleared  1,959  acres 
of  forest  lands  outside  the  ROW  is  not  mentioned.  Why 
not? 

6.  Page  2-36  lists  two  possible  storage  areas  and  land 
requirements  for  each.  Haps  11  of  21  and  12  of  21 
Indicate  by  their  "Vegetation"  lines  that  both  of  these 
areas  may  be  located  on  commercial  forest  land.  If  that 
is  the  case,  we  strongly  recommend  that  these  two  storage 
areas  be  moved  to  a non-commercial  forest  location. 


The  answers  to  these  questions  will  be  useful  to  us  in  making  our 
analysis  of  the  effect  of  this  proposed  project  on  the  State's 
forest  resources. 


Please  contact  Bob  Bourhill  (phone  503-378-2553)  if  you  need 
clarification. 


DHS/BB 

cc;  Mark  C.  Kalpln/ 


pgt 
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SA4-2  Please  see  response  to  Commeni  SA4- 1 . 


SA4-3  Thank  you  for  this  informaiion.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  3D,  4E.  4G  and  6. 


SA4-4  See  response  to  Commeni  SA4-3. 


$A4-S  PGT  has  proposed  to  allow  ihe  cleared  construction  nght-of-way  to  naturally  revcgciaie  with 

woody  vegeUllon.  The  staff  believes  lhal  PGT’s  proposed  miligalion  is  acceptable  and 
adequate.  The  Oregon  Department  of  Forestry  is  free  to  attach  additional  mitigation  to  any 
state-issued  permits  that  it  feels  are  necessary  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts 


SA4-6  The  staff  has  reviewed  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  use  of  these  two  proposed 

storage  area  sites,  and  has  determined  that  these  impacts  are  less-ihan-significani.  Actual  use 
of  these  sites  will  depend  on  the  results  of  negotiations  between  PGT  and  the  landowner 


DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

1301  North  Orchard  Slreet,  Slalehou-*  Mail.  Boise.  Idaho  83720  -(2081  327-7'>l)« 


Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 


31  January  1991 

RECEIVED  BY 

FCa  2 0 


SUBJECT: 


:ashell:  _ 

iiMtMiRiti  cwtfiwQ  no  noid. 

Comments  on  ESiypg^E  and  Altamont  NaturaTO^ineiiru, 
Projects.  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


I have  reviewed  those  parts  of  the  above  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  that  pertain  to  Idaho,  and  offer  the  following 
comments:  ^ 


SA5-1 


SA5-2 


SAS-S 

SAS'4 


(1)  General:  The  draft  EIS  should  apply  to  only  the  PGT/PC&E 
project.  As  written,  it  is  difficult  to  follow  because 
of  the  mixture  of  information  and  analyses  relative  to 
the  two  projects. 

(2)  Section  2.3,  Description  of  Existing  Facilities:  The 
existing  pipeline  loops  should  be  described  and 
enumerated  in  this  section.  This  would  be  of 
considerable  help  in  determining  how  the  new  construction 
would  tie-in  with  the  existing  facilities. 

(3)  Page  3E-17:  The  section  describing  waterfowl  habitat 
within  the  pipeline  vicinity  in  Idaho  should  include 
harlequin  duck  habitat  within  the  Moyie  River  drainage. 

(4)  Chapters  3 and  4:  The  Loop  1 alternative  is  not 

discussed  in  the  sections  describing  the  affected 
environment  and  the  environmental  consequences.  Proper 
evaluation  of  this  alternative  would  require  detailed 
comparative  data. 

Please  provide  us  with  a copy  of  the  final  EIS.  Thank  you  for 
opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


William  G.  Graham,  Manager 
Northern  Basins  Section 
Water  Planning  Bureau 


::  M.C.  Kalpin  w 


(Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resourtes) 


For  purposes  of  administrative  convenience,  the  FERC  staff  included  both  the  PGT/PGAE  and 
Altamont  Projects  in  the  same  document. 


The  FERC  staffs  document  focuses  on  the  constniction  and  operation  of  proposed  facilities, 
as  required  by  the  National  Environmcnul  Policy  Act.  A description  of  existing  facilities  where 
no  construction  is  proposed  to  occur  is  beyond  the  scope  of  NEPA  and  the  FERC's  document 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  This  information  is  already  included  in  Table  3E-3. 

As  indicated  in  Chapters  4 and  6.  the  Camp  Nine  Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  a 
Brcllminao  alternative  route  that  was  developed  by  the  FERC  staff  as  a result  of  its 
environmental  analysis.  The  FERC  staff  has  actively  solicited  input  from  federal,  state  and 
local  agencies,  as  well  as  affected  landowners,  during  the  public  comment  period  on  the  Draft 
EIS.  Please  see  a discussion  of  this  process  in  revised  Chapter  6. 
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State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address;  225  Norih  Robcris  • Helena,  MT  59620  9990 

Ollice  Address  102  Broadway  • Helena,  MT  • (<106)  444  7715  — ' 


February  20,  1991 

Luu  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commiuiun 
825  North  Capiiut  Sirvci,  N.E. 
Washington,  D C 20426 


Re  AJiamoni  Natural  Oas  pipeline  Draft  EIS.  CFA)  i57i-OaO 
Dear  Ml  Caihcll: 


Tlijnk  you  for  this  opportunity  to  eommeni  on  the  above  cited  doeument.  I will  limit  my  comments  to  the 
assessment  of  cultural  resource  impacts  in  the  Montana  section  of  the  proposed  Aliamoni  line. 


As  stated  in  the  document  {pg.  6-20),  signifiont  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resriurces  may  occur  In  Montana 
if  properties  eligible  (or  the  National  Register  o(  Historic  Places  are  located  within  the  proposed  wnstructiun 
right-or-way  However,  as  very  little  o(  this  route  has  been  lurscycd  for  the  identification  of  these  potentially 
eligible  culiural  resources,  it  would  not  appear  to  me  to  be  possible  to  make  subsunilve  siatcmcnu  or 
evaluations  on  the  actual  impacts  of  tbe  project  on  these  resources  in  Montana  at  this  time. 


In  lieu  of  available  infotmation.  the  procedures  outlined  for  the  ideniificaiion  of  significant  cultural  resources 
in  the  project  impact  area  appear  relevant.  Most  criitcal  in  this  regard  is  the  work  plan  (also  tcfcirud  lu 
previously  as  ihc  'Pte-lnveniory  Report')  for  surveying  those  portions  of  the  route  which  have  not  been 
previously  surveyed  My  recommendations  (or  thu  work  plan  are  as  follows; 


SA&'I 

SA6-2 

SA6-3 


1.  The  work  plan  should  be  sufficiently  detailed  to  anticipate  how  cultural  resource  properties 
liUly  to  occur  in  the  impact  area  will  be  recorded  in  a manner  adequate  for  evaluating  the 
Significance  of  these  properties. 

2.  Tlie  work  plan  should  be  made  available  sufficicnily  in  advance  of  the  proposed  field 
inventory  to  allow  lor  comment  and  revisions,  as  necessary.  A mcciing  of  the  cultural 
resource  representatives  within  the  various  involved  agencies  with  FERC  and  ihe  applicant's 
(/Miamoni's)  cultural  resource  specialisu  to  discuss  ihe  draft  work  plan  is  encouraged. 

3.  In  addition  to  involved  federal  land-managing  agentics  and  other  inictcsied  parties 
(including  Native  American  tribes),  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  should  be 
inviicd  to  comment  on  the  work  plan  for  the  idcniifioiion  and  evaluation  of  cultural 
resources.  Given  ihe  scope  of  this  undciiaking  and  its  likely  cffcci  on  cultural  resources  lo 
be  addressed  under  36CFR800.  the  involvement  of  the  Advisory  Couneil  in  ihe  de-velopmeni 
of  Ihe  work  plan  will  greatly  faciliiaie  discussion  and  decision-making  in  mailers  that  will 
eccniualty  requite  ihcit  pariicipaiion.  Given  also  that  Ihe  proposed  project  is  large  and 
cumpica.  a programmatic  agreement  with  ihc  Advisory  Council  lo  consider  impacts  to 
significani  culiural  resources,  pursuant  lo  36CFR800. 13,  may  be  deemed  appropriate. 


IMonfstu  Slale  Historic  Preservalloo  Office] 


SA6-1  TTiank  you  for  your  commenls.  On  March  II,  1991,  we  forwarded  a revised  Pre-lnveniorv 

Rcppn  and  Historic  Properties  Ideniificaiion  Plan  and  Management  Plan  lo  your  office  for 
review  and  comnwnl.  If  your  recommendations  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the 
revised  Plan,  the  comment  period  for  the  document  will  allow  for  integration  of  any  further 
concerns  that  you  might  have. 


The  cultural  resources  managemcni  plan  and  histone  properties  ideniificaiion  plan  was 
forwarded  to  the  Advisory  Council  on  March  28,  1991  by  Ailamont  for  your  information. 


SA6-3  See  response  lo  Comment  FAll-6. 


Cjshcll 

February  20.  IWJ 
Page  2 


I apprceuic  FERCv  scii««  tnvolvenicni  lu  dale  in  ihc  UM^umvni  of  poicniial  impact  lu  Mottiana'i  iigmricani 
cuKufal  riaourcc  prnpcniej  from  ihis  pr.ijcti  I look  forward  ciptxiaUy  lo  ihe  review  of  ihc  proposed  work 
pbn  ind  hope  you  wilt  give  serious  ainsideraiion  to  ihe  above  eommcnis  as  you  proceed  In  its  development. 


Sincerely. 


Mark  F Baumicr.  Ph  D 
Deputy  SHPO/Aichacologisi 

ec  Laurence  J.  Sauier,  Jr..  Aliamont  Project  Manager 

File:  FERC/Aliamoni/«|}7S 

FERC0220EIS 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
AND  CONSERVATION 


SA-12 


Dear  Larry i 


Attached  are  the  {inal  comments  of  the  State  of  Montana  on 
PCRC'a  PGT/PGAE  and  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  The  comments  reflect  the 
discussions  we  had  with  you  on  Wednesday  in  Billings.  Specif- 
ically, we  have  removed  or  amended  several  comments  concerning 
river  and  stream  crossings  in  Montana.  The  comments  are  now  more 
stream-specific.  As  you  suggested,  we  will  adopt  the  FERC's 
standard  provisions  for  construction  across  minor  and  major 
streams  and  will  specify  more  stringent  requirements  in  state 
permit  instruments  where  required. 


SA7-1 


Twenty-four  persons  attended  the  supplemental  public  meeting 
hosted  by  DNRC  and  the  BLH  in  Havre  last  night.  A copy  of  the 
sign-in  sheet  is  enclosed.  No  formal  comments  on  the  DEIS  were 
submitted.  There  were  a number  of  questions  and  subsequent 
discussion,  however,  on  project  land  acquisition,  reclamation  and 
weed  control,  access  road  management,  hydrostatic  testing  water 
availability  and  disposal,  producer  access,  marketing  of  pipeline 
capacity,  and  construction  scheduling. 


The  agencies  of  the  State  of  Montana  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS  and  to  review  those  comments 
with  you.  Please  contact  me  If  we  can  assist  you  with  additional 
analysis  or  information. 


AC 


Sincerely 


ton.  Chief 


Facility  Siting  Bureau 
Energy  Division 


SA7-I 


ISuie  of  Muiituna] 


Thank  you  for  ihis  informaiion.  We  have  placed  ihc  sign-in  sheet  in  our  public  meeting  files. 


COHHENTS 


OP  rue  STftTB  op  hontaha 

DKAFT  EIS 

ALTAHONT  NATUKAL  CAS  PIPKLINB  PBOJBCT 


PatAgCSph/ 

line 


COMcnt 


SA7-2 


S-20 


SA7-3  1-5 

SM-4  2-* 


SA7-S  2-6 


SA7-6  2-9 

SA7-7  jA-12 
SA7-8 


Huaber  of  federilly  lilted  or  proposed  threatened  or 
endsnsered  fith  specie!  potentially  affected  for 
Altaaont  should  be  two,  not  one  as  listed  (Pallid 
sturgeon  and  paddlefish). 

2/2  Delete  proposed;  It  should  read,  ‘connect  to  the  Rem 

River  pipeline. * 

Last  para/A  To  Rivers.  Stresas,  tackeaters,  and  Wash  Croaeings.  add 
the  following  underlined  portions < * . . -For  etreaae  and 
rivers  with  desianated  floodplains,  the  pipeline  would 
be  placed  a alnlaua  of  6 feet  below  the  aaainua 
tilgulPtRil  Fcour  depth  or  at  least  twice  the  asKiaua 
calculated  scour  depth,  whichever  la  treater,  for  the 

IPO-vcar  flood  of  the  streaa  or  river.  The  ■sxiaua 

depth  of  scour  would  be  detetained  froa  ant  of  the 

accepted  hydraulic  eneineertne  aethods.  but  the  final 

calculated  depth  would  be  subject  to  approval  bv  the 

HDMRC  (ARH  Ife,  15. 602 H 1 ic  1 1 ■ A plug  of  uneacavated 
soils. . . ' 

2/-  If  the  epoay  will  be  applied  at  a special  coating 

yard(s),  the  state  requests  additional  Inforaation  on 
the  location  of  coating  yard(s);  the  hazardous/ 
contaalnation  qualities  of  the  eposy  and  cleaning 
solutions,  or  the  conditions  under  which  these 
aaterlals  would  pose  hazards;  plana  to  ainiaize  soil 

Spill  occur;  etc. 

Surveillance.  There  la  no  aonitorlng  aethod  described 
for  streaa  crossings.  These  should  be  aonltoced  as 
well,  and  the  aethod  described. 

2/5  Add:  ‘and  sandstone*  to  the  end  of  the  sentence. 

2/-  The  following  recreation  baseline  table  provides 

inforaation  on  angler  use  and  activity  on  the  aajot 
river/stresa  crossings  in  Hontana.  This  inforaation 
should  be  incorporated  to  allow  the  reader  to  draw 
conclusions  about  the  relative  iaportance  of  recreation 


SA7-2 


According  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  S«vice,  only  the  pallid  sturgeon  is  Federally  listed  as 
endangered.  The  paddlefish  is  neither  lisled  nor  proposed,  but  remains  a Federal  candidate 
species. 

SA7-3  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


SA7-4  The  suggested  change  is  only  relevant  to  crossings  in  Moniaru,  and  would  therefore  be 

inappropriate  in  a generic  construction  discussion  presented  for  both  pipeline  projects.  At 
Montana's  re<)ticst,  this  language  was  included  in  the  OElS's  common  impacts  discussion  in 
Chapter  4C. 


SA7-S  Altamonl's  pipe  would  be  epoxy  coated  at  the  point  of  manufacturer. 


$A7-6  Pipeline  surveillance  at  stream  crossings  would  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  routine  aerial  and 

surface  patrols  described. 


SA7-7  See  revised  paragraph. 

SA7-8  Comment  accepted.  See  revised  Chapter  3D  and  new  Table  3D-7. 


SA-13 
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If  spociat 


SA7-1I  j 


SA7-I3|  JF.6 
SA7-H  JF-7 

SA7-IS 

SA7-16 


The  Montane  Natural  Heritage  Progra*  llata  a 
scaiui  vvgetatlon  and  wildlife  ahould  be  lia 
state  will  provide  this  list. 

end  of  Add;  'Federal  laws  adalnistered  by  the  USFVS  require 
last  psca  rcplaceaent  of  wetlands  which  are  daoaged  In 


2/ 


All  riparian  habitat,  forest  and  grassland,  has  been 
greatly  reduced  in  eatent  and  quality.  In  prairie  and 
grassland  settings,  riparian  habitat  it  critical  to  the 
survival  of  wildlife. 

The  pallid  sturgeon,  a Federal  Endangered  Species,  hat 
also  been  docuaenied  in  the  Wild  i Scenic  reach  of  the 
Missouri.  The  species  is  endangered  by  habitat 
•odification,  hybridisation,  apparent  lack  of  natural 
reproduction,  and  eacettlve  harvest.  Agencies  are 
required  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  to 
ensure  that  activities  they  authorise,  fund  or  carry 
out  are  not  likely  to  Jeopardise  the  continued 
eaistence  of  the  species  or  destroy  or  adversely  aodlfy 
its  critical  habitat. 

Foot  12  relates  to  Musselshell. 

Add  aountaln  whitetish  to  cold  water  gaaa  fish  in  cable 
3P-3,  as  attached. 

Delete  last  sentence  *No  critical....*  Add  footnote 

#2. 

The  Yellowstone  is  a Class  11  fishery,  not  a Class  III 
(MRIS,  1991).  Fish  population  estlaatee  for  two 
reaches  iaaediacely  above  and  below  the  crossing 
indicate  SOO-1000  trout  per  alle,  roughly  half  those 
found  in  the  world*faaous  Madison  River.  The  ling 
fishery  is  good  as  well. 

The  Yellowstone  in  this  reach  gets  heavy  floater  and 
boater  use.  Obtaining  another  accesa  site  for  boata 
in  this  area  is  a top  priority  for  the  regional  office 
of  HDFVP  (written  coaa.  1991,  Jia  Darling).  These 
factors  indicate  it  is  a valuable  recreation  resource. 

Add  a coluan  that  shows  typical  ald-suaaer  occupancy 
rates  for  teaporary  accoaaodations  along  the  route. 
This  Inforaation  can  be  found  in  Table  A-21  (copy 
attached)  of  Voluae  IIA  (Environaentol  Report)  of 
Altaaont's  Dec  89  Application  to  FERC.  The  data 
indicates  that  suaaer  tourists  and  recrestionlsts  place 
a substantial  deaand  on  aotel  and  RV/caapgcound 


SA-14 


SA7-9 

No  lisi  was  provided.  However,  as  stated  in  Chapter  3 of  the  DEIS,  species  listed  by  slate 
heritage  programs  were  not  considered  special-status  species  unless  they  had  official  slate 
recognition. 

SA7'I0 

We  are  unaware  of  any  Federal  law  which  mandates  this  action.  This  comment  possibly  refen 
to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  Mitigation  Policy,  which  is  an  Inlernal  FWS 
policy  and  non-binding  on  other  Federal  agencies.  See  46  Efi  76S6  (January  23.  I9S1). 

SA7-I1 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 

SA7-12 

Comment  noted.  Please  see  revisions  to  Chapter  4F. 

SA7-13 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3F. 

SA7-14 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Table  3F-3. 

SA7-I5 

Our  statement  stands.  No  critical  habitat  is  presently  known  to  eaisi  at  the  proposed  crossing 
location. 

SA7-16 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3F. 

SA7-I7 

Chapter  3C  provides  a description  of  the  existing  temporary  housing  in  the  vicinity  of  the  route 
Chapter  4G  addresses  the  expected  availability. 

SA7-I7| 

(COOL)  I 
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SA7-20 

SA7-2i 


SA7-22 

SA7-23 


^*'li*b:**  Bontina,  using  up  to  90{  of 
and  RV  spacet  along  any  single  construction  spresd- 

The  catlaate  of  available  teaporary  housing  la 
overatated  if  it  is  based  on  the  total  nuaber  of  units 
and  Is  not  adjusted  to  reflect  the  large  denand  froa 
suaaer  tourists  and  recreationlsta  in  central  Montana. 
Suaaertlae  lodging  can  be  difficult  to  find. 

Add:  'Seasonal  deaands  on  teaporary  housing  in  central 
Montana  account  for  70-991  of  the  available  teaporary 
housing  in  coaaunities  along  the  route  (Altaaont  1989). 

This  could  oversaturate  other  parts  of  the  slope  and 
cause  instability  there. 

Tho  north  portion  of  the  route  through  Arrow  Creelt 
badlands  follows  along  the  toe  of  an  old  landslide. 
This  landslide  appears  to  be  quite  stable  now,  so 
should  not  pose  the  danger  suggested  here.  In  general, 
this  coaaent  is  valid. 


These  effects  occur  whether  in  agricultural  cropland, 
range  land,  riparian  aonee  or  elsewhere. 

Revise  to  Include  'other  iaproved  lands'  and 
'residential  areas'  with  'agricultural  lands',  which 
■ay  use  either  the  full  work  area  aethod  or  ditch  plus 
spollslde  aethod. 

The  'careful  inspection'  required  by  Altaaont's 
proposed  seed  aises  would  require  the  presence  of  a 
pcofessional.  Altaaont  continually  aalntalns  there 
will  be  no  long  tern  lapacts;  however,  introducing  non- 
native species,  and  ellalnatlng  naturally-occurring 
species  of  plants  along  the  ROW  will  be  a perasnent 
inpact.  Ve  have  the  technology  available  to  restore 
the  affected  environnent.  and  HERA  charges  us  to  do  so 
to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  In  order  to  ■inialxe 
peraanent  iapact  li.e. . changes  to  flora),  reseeding 
with  a suite  of  species  indigenous  to  the  area  la 
recoanended.  Careful  soil  testing  is  not  always 
required  when  a professional  is  on  site;  floral  changes 
■re  recognisable  without  testing  for  soil 
characteristics.  See  discussions  on  individual  changes 
recoanended  by  EERC  for  the  revegetation  aixes. 

The  Bearpaw  shale  is  a aeaber  of  the  Montana  Croup,  an 
upper  Cretaceous  unit  which  overlies  the  Colorado 
Group.  Referlng  to  the  Colorado  shale  as  'bear  paw' 
is  s potential  source  of  confusion. 


SA7-18 


See  response  to  Commeni  SA7-17  above. 


SA7-I9 

SA7-20 
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Sec  response  to  Comment  SA7-17  above.  Aliamoni's  statement  refers  only  to  Montana 
campgrounds. 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 


SA7-22  Comment  accqited.  See  change  to  Chapter  4B. 

SA7-23  Comment  accepted.  See  revisions  to  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  fi-1. 


Comment  noted.  As  referenced  in  Appendix  B-l,  the  environmental  inspector  must  be  a 
qualified  professional,  familiar  with  soils  and  conservation  plantings  in  the  area. 


SA7-2S  Commcnl  accepted.  See  change  (o  Chapter  4B. 
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«C-2 


6/- 


fcC.B  1/ 


«C-12  6/- 


*C-15  3/. 


Conctructlon  acroia  icreaaa  la  planned  for  lov  flow 

Dlaaolved  Oxygen.  It  la  alaleadlng  to  auggeat  they  are 
Icuune  to  the  Ispact  Juat  because  the  flow  In  these 
•treaae  aay  be  lover.  Trout  have  a certain  tolerance 
Halt. 


The  affected  atrctch  of  the  HIU  River  la  closed  year- 
round  to  direct  diversion  (Larsen  1991).  Altaaonc  has 
several  options  by  which  to  obtain  the  water,  but 
should  allow  a nine  aonth  period  In  which  to  do  this. 

Vater  usad  for  the  hydrostatic  tasting  of  pipeline 
north  of  the  Hlsaourl  River  near  Lonesoas  Lake  should 
coae  froa  the  Milk  River  drainage.  Preaently  there  are 
no  carp  in  the  Milk  River  drainage,  but  there  are  In 
the  Missouri.  Geoaorphlc  controls  on  drainage  would 
route  any  flowing  water  froa  Loneaoae  Lake  to  Big  Sandy 
Creek,  which  flows  Into  the  Milk.  The  Milk  River 
drainage  aust  be  protected  froa  carp  Introduction. 

FERC  recoaaende  coapletlon  of  In-streaa  trenching  and 
backfill  work  within  98-72  hours  (Appendix  C-3-2). 
Conoco  was  able  to  coaplete  such  work  In  lest  than  12 
hours  on  a large  streaa  (Belt  Creek).  Twelve  to  29 
hours  Is  aore  sensible,  and  aay  be  required  in  state 
crossing  peralta. 

Site-specific  design  and  procedures  for  sensitive 
siraaa  and  river  crossings  should  be  Incorporated  in 
the  FEIS  to  afford  agencies  and  the  public  the 
opportunity  for  review.  This  should  Include  not  only 
the  rivers  in  Table  9C-S,  but  alto  Che  Musselshell 
River  and  Rock  Creek  In  Montana.  Addi  ’Designs  and 
procedures  for  the  following  river  crossings  should  be 
developed  in  close  coordination  with  the  appropriate 
federal  and  state  agencies,  affected  landowners,  and 
other  Interested  parties,  and  aust  be  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Couisalon  and  subnitted  for  Inclusion 
In  the  final  EISi  Milk  River,  Missouri  River,  Judith 
River,  Hutselshell  River,  Yellowstone  River,  Rock  Creek 
nd  Clark's  Fork  Yellowstone  River.  In  addition,  site 
specific  plans  should  be  Included  for  Flat  Creek,  Ross 
Fork  Creek,  and  East  Fork  Roberts  Creek.' 

Addi  'Designs  and  procedures  for  river  crossings 
listed  on  p 9C-12  should  be  developed  In  close 
coordination  with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
agencies,  affected  landowners,  and  ocher  Interested 
parties,  and  oust  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Couieslon  and  subaitted  for  Inclusion  in  the  final 
E1S.‘ 


i 
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Comment  noted.  Dissolved  oxygen  impact  at  inMit  Ureams  is  generally  leu  of  a problem  than 
at  other  streams  because  (a)  their  gravelly,  rubble  bottoms  result  in  leu  construction  related 
turbidity,  and  (b)  faster-flowing  streams  leitd  to  reoxygcnaie  themselves  quicker  than  slow- 
moving  streams. 

SA7-27 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 

SA7-28 

TTtank  you  for  this  information. 

SA7-29 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

SA7-30 

Site-specific  stream  and  river  crouing  designs  and  procedures  will  not  be  available  prior  to 
iuuance  of  the  FEIS.  However,  the  staffs  subsequent  review  of  these  designs  and  procedure's 
would  insure  that  impacts  are  avoided  or  reduced  to  nonsignificant  levels  prior  to  construction. 
Allamont  is  required  b the  staffs  stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation  Procedures 
to  develop  site-specific  construction  plans  for  waterbodies  greater  than  100  feet  wide  in  close 
coordination  with  appropriate  Federal  and  suie  agencies.  In  conjunction  with  Montana’s 
floodplain  development  and  easement  grant  requirements  (see  Table  1-4),  we  feel  that  an 
opportunity  for  state  agency  and  public  review  of  the  construction  plans  for  the  subject  riven 
would  be  afforded. 

SA7-31 


See  re^nse  to  Comment  SA7-30  above. 


• fter  KlU  R. 


■ nd  Decreased  Hater  Quslltjr.  A realignaertc  of  the 
route  is  necessary  between  HPlOO  and  MP105.  This 
alternative  alignment  should  be  developed  in  close 
coordination  with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
agencies,  affected  landowners,  end  other  interested 
parties,  and  oust  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Coulssion  and  subelttad  for  inclusion  in  the  final 
CIS. 


Add  to  Hllk  and  Missouri  River  paragraphs i *It  is 
therefore  recouended  that  an  alternative  crossing 
■ethod  such  as  directional  drilling  be  investigated. 
Designs  and  procedures  for  this  river  crossing  should 
be  developed  in  close  coordination  with  the  appropriate 
Federal  and  state  agencies,  affected  landowners,  and 
other  Interested  parties,  and  nust  be  filed  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  CoMiseion  and  subaltted  for  inclusion 
in  the  final  CIS. ' 


top  of  page 


Add:  'Montana  - East  Fork  Roberts  Creek.  Increased 
Sediaentation  and  Decreased  Hater  Quality.  A route 
realignaent  is  recouended  between  HP  172-17A.  This 
slternatlve  allgnaent  should  be  developed  in  close 
coordination  with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  state 
agencies,  affected  landowners,  and  other  Interested 
parties,  and  aust  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Coulsslon  and  subaltted  for  inclusion  In  the  final 
CIS.  ■ 


1/* 

5/ 


A 10  inch  oil  pipeline  buried  6 feet  deep  in  a wet 
crossing  downstreaa  (above  Billings)  required  a week 
of  construction  in  the  river  bed.  Altaaont'a  30  Inch 
pipeline  would  require  a wider  and  deeper  trench. 

This  discussion  should  include  a stateaent  about  the 
nature  of  the  obstacle  to  recreation  posed  by  pipeline 
construction  activities,  and  whether  these  activities 
would  present  a danger  to  floaters  and  flsheraen.  If 
so.  appropriate  signing  should  be  Installed  upatreaa 
and  a notice  printed  in  the  newspapers  of  local  general 
distribution. 


Discuss  iapacts  to  recreation  on  the  UMNHSR  froa 
conventional  trenching.  This  discussion  is  necessary 
to  provide  Justification  and  basis  for  FERC's 
directional  drilling  recouendation. 

Appendis  E*3  should  be  Appendla  C-S-1. 


(wlld**^l 
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SA7-32  Route  modiflcalions  provided  to  Ihe  Montana  Departeneni  of  Natural  Reaourcet  and 
Conservalion  on  October  22,  1990,  and  subsequently  filed  with  the  Commission  on  November 
28,  1990,  render  this  comment  moot. 


SA7-33  Based  on  further  analysis  and  information  provided  since  issuance  of  the  DEIS,  we  have 
removed  the  Milk  River  discussion  from  Chapter  4C.  We  have  also  revised  our  discussion  of 
directional  drilling  at  the  Missouri  River.  However,  site-specific  procedures  for  construction 
will  not  be  available  prior  to  issuance  of  the  FEIS.  Where  site-specific  construction  plans  are 
developed  for  consiniction  at  major  water  crossings,  apprt^nate  federal  and  state  agencies 
would  be  involved  in  the  plan  reviews. 


SA7-34  See  response  to  Comment  SA7-32  above. 


SA7-3S  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


SA7-36  This  issue  is  addressed  on  DEIS  page  4D- 10.  We  agree  with  the  suggested  protective  measures. 
See  new  recommendation  in  revised  Chapters  4D  and  6. 


SA7-37  Recreational  impacts  associated  with  conventional  trenching  of  the  Missouri  River  were 
discussed  on  DEIS  page  40-10. 


SA7-38  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 

SA7-39  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  to  Table  4E-I3  and  Appendix  E-4. 


SA-17 


SA7-3» 
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threatened  or  endangered  apeclea  potentialljr  occurring 
along  the  Altaaont  route  in  Montana.  Zt  la  not 
dlacuaaed  under  Special  Statua  Plant  Speclea  or  Hated 
In  Table  lE-ll  on  page  4>e*S9.  Whjr  not?  Alao,  Bock 
tanay  iSohaeronla  caoltata)  la  dlacuaaed  on  thla  page 
but  la  not  Hated  In  Appendls  E-A. 

A pair  of  long-billed  curleva  waa  obaerved  In  June  1990 
by  DHBC  ataff  approslaately  i allea  eaat  of  the 
pipeline  along  the  county  road  north  of  Shavaut.  Thla 
would  be  a prlaary  aceeea  route  froa  Shawaut  for 
conatructlon.  They  are  a Montana  apeclea  of  apeclal 
concern.  To  the  extant  poaalble,  all  neata  and  chlcka 
ahould  be  avoided. 

Regarding  'all  croaalnga,  except  thoaa  of  aajor  rlvera 
(greater  than  100-ft.  wide),  could  be  conatmeted  in 
laaa  than  three  daya  unleaa  othcrwlaa  petaltted  by 
atate  agenclea.*.  the  State  of  Montana  haa  been  eaeured 
that  these  crossings  would  take  leas  than  a day.  Only 
crossings  of  large  rivers  should  take  aore  than  a day. 
and  even  these  ehould  be  coapleted  In  three  days  or 


The  width  of  disturbance  will  depend  on  the  trench 
depth.  In  the  larger  rlvera,  width  of  disturbance 
could  be  very  large.  Spawning  areas  luedlately 
downatreas  will  receive  Increased  fines.  Trenching 
during  a low  flow  tlae  of  year  would  aean  no  flushing 
flows  would  be  available  to  clear  out  the  aedlaent. 
The  aedlsent  deposited  downstreaa  would  clog 
Interstices  and  another  fish  eggs  and 
■scrolnvertebrates  and  allow  a naw  suite  of 
ascrolnvertebrates  to  becoae  established.  High  spring 
flows  would  eventually  aove  theae  aediaenta  dovnatreaa, 
a secondary  lapact.  If  there  is  drought,  It  asy  take 

Disturbance  of  a 75-foot  width  of  spawning  habitat  la 
very  significant,  especially  In  analler  rivers  and 
stresas.  Many  spawning  areas  asy  not  even  be  75  feet 


SA7-44  <.P-3 


SA7-45 
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2/ 


On  saall  stresas  and  rlvera.  loss  of  100  feet  of  cover 
on  each  streaabank.  plus  the  loss  of  any  Instreaa 
cover,  la  a significant  local  habitat  loss  to  fish. 

Missouri  River.  The  Montana  Departaent  of  State  Lands 
will  require  feasibility  studies  on  directional 
drilling  before  Issuing  the  right-of-way  deeds  for  the 
Missouri  River.  A description  of  the  open  trench 
aethod  tailored  to  the  river's  particular 


SA-18 


SA7-40  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 


SA7-41  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


SA7-42  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4F. 


SA7-43  Comment  noted. 


SA7-44  See  response  to  Comment  SA7-43  above. 


SA7-4S  Based  on  our  analysis  of  potential  impact  to  the  pallid  sturgeon,  our  recommendation  to 
directionally  drill  the  Missouri  stands.  Please  be  aware  that  installation  of  this  crossing  by  the 
open  trench  method  would  result  in  an  aHect  lo  the  pallid  sturgeon  and  would  require  the  FERC 
staff  to  initiate  formal  consultation  with  the  FWS  before  the  recommendation  could  be  waived. 


SA7-4J 

(COOL) 


River 


characterietlc*  thali  alio  be  aubaltted.  The  open 
trench  description  shall  Include  depth  of  trench,  width 
at  the  top  of  the  trench,  aethod  of  eacavatlon, 
projected  tlae  for  coapletlon.  dlecuaslon  of 
reclaaailon.  relative  coats,  and  other  pertinent 
Iftfor.atlon.  This  infor.atlon  will  deter.ln.  whether 
the  Departaent  will  require  a specific  conatruction 
aethod  as  a condition  of  the  right-of-way  deed. 

Open  trench  construction  would  likely  require  blasting 
to  coaply  with  the  floodplain  developaent  peralt  scour 
depth  requlreaenta.  This  would  have  a draaatic  abort 
tera  iapact  on  the  aquatics.  A Conoco  pipeline  was 
eiposed  by  scour  In  1989.  This  10  inch  oil  pipeline 
reburied  8 feet  deep  in  a wet  crossing  downetreaa 
(above  Billings)  required  a week  of  construction  in  the 
river  bed.  Turbidity  of  this  intensity  and  duration 
during  spawning  season  aay  inhibit  brown  trout  froa 
reaching  their  spawning  grounds  upatreaa  in  the 
tributaries.  Trenching  during  a low  flow  tlae  of  year 
would  aean  no  flushing  flows  would  be  available  to 
clear  out  the  sedlaent.  The  aediaent  deposited 
domatreaa  would  clog  interstices  and  another  fish  eggs 
and  aacrolnvertebrates  and  allow  a new  suite  of 
•acrolnvertebrates  to  becoae  established. 

The  Hontana  Departaent  of  State  Lands  will  require 
feasibility  studies  on  directional  drilling  before 
issuing  the  right-of-way  deeds  for  the  Yellowstone 
River.  A description  of  the  open  trench  aethod 
tailored  to  the  river's  particular  characteristics 
?^*?  tubaitted.  The  open  trench  description 
shall  Include  depth  of  trench,  width  at  the  top  of  the 
trench,  aethod  of  escavatlon,  projected  tlae  for 
coapletion,  discussion  of  reclanatlon,  relative  costs 
and  other  pertinent  Inforaation.  The  study  should 
Include  analysis  of  a crossing  reallgnaent  slightly 
do^.trea.  to  avoid  the  steep  south  slope.  This 
inforaation  will  detacalne  whether  the  Departaent  will 
require  a specific  construction  aethod  as  a condition 
of  the  right-of-way  deed. 

With  directional  drilling,  it  is  not  necessary  to  use 
concrete-costed  pipe  for  negative  buoyancy  due  to  the 
depth  of  burial.  Since  the  soils  near  the  proposed 
Klssourl  crossing  hsve  tested  reactive  to  concrete, 
avoiding  use  of  concrete  weights  is  desirable  (pers 
coaa.  HDOH  1990).  Tialng  is  less  critical  in  this 
aethod  so  could  facilitate  construction  deadlines. 

Halntenance  costs  also  are  reduced  ss  the  pipe  is 
buried  far  below  the  potential  scour  depth.  This 


SA7-46 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  changes 


Chapter  4F 


SA7-47 


Comment  noted.  Sec  change  to  Chapter  4F.  While  unnecessary  to  counter  buoyancy,  pipe  used 
in  directional  drilling  is  generally  concrete  coated  to  protect  it  from  abrasion  during  insullaiion. 
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4C-9 
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■Idgstc*  the  rvttrictlon  for  floodpleln  developaent 
of  burying  the  pipe  twice  the  ■axieue  icouc  depth.* 

Sated  on  Hontana’e  experience  with  the  Northern  Border 
natural  gai  pipeline,  conetruetlon  of  the  Altaeont 
pipeline  hat  potential  to  have  highly  dieruptiwe 
effecta  in  couunitiet  located  near  conitruction  altet. 
Thia  EIS  could  help  cooaunltiet  and  Indivlduala  prepare 
for  what  will  occur,  thut  enhancing  the  benefltt  and 
reducing  the  adverte  effecta  of  Altaaont'a  developeent. 
Pipeline  conatruct ion ' a thort-tere  envlronaantal  and 
aoclal  conaequencei  aay  be  Juatlfied  by  Ite  long-tera 
econoalc  and  taxation  effecta.  For  thia  reaaon.  the 
eiS  ahould  deacribe  the  long-tera  beneflta  of  the 
project  to  Nontana. 

The  pipeline  will  be  the  aingle  aoit  valuable  piece  of 
property  in  aoae  of  the  countiea  it  croaiea.  The  DEIS 
ahould  eatlaate  the  additional  annual  property  tea 
rcceipti  accruing  to  the  countiea  along  the  route. 

Again.  the  heavy  auaaer  deaand  for  touriat 
accoaaodatlona  auat  be  conaldered  in  the  deteraination 
of  the  baseline  level  of  housing  available  and  the 
reaulting  iapact  of  inalgratlon  of  pipeline  workera. 

Slllinga  and  Great  Falla  are  within  reasonable 
coaauting  dlatences  only  to  particular  sectlone  of  the 
construction  corridor.  The  70-allo  'rule  of  thuab’  for 
coaauter  travel  aay  only  be  applicable  when  good  roads 
ere  available.  For  auch  of  the  the  pipeline  route, 
long  travel  distances  and  alow  travel  tinea  on 
secondary  roads  could  cause  construction  workers  to 
seek  housing  in  coaaunities  closer  to  construction 
sites.  Housing  iapacts  need  to  be  analyzed  for  analler 
coaaunities  nearer  to  the  corridor. 

Replace  wlthi  'Because  suaaettiae  tourists  and 
reersationiata  occupy  froa  70  to  99Z  of  the  available 
teaporary  housing  in  connunlties  along  the  route 
lAltanont  1969),  there  aay  be  insufficient  housing  to 
accoaaodate  all  construction  workers.  A worst  case 
acensrio  for  teaporary  housing  availability  la  572 
aotel  rooas  (902  peak  occupancy  rate)  and  57  caap/RV 
sites  (992  peak  occupancy)  across  the  three 
construction  spreads.  This  nuaber  of  available  units 
could  not  accoaaodate  all  of  the  12B3  workers  required 
to  construct  the  project  unless  there  was  substantial 
local  recrultaent. 

’If  there  is  a greater  aaount  of  housing  available,  the 
in-aigratlng  workforce  would  still  likely  occupy  aost 


SA-20 


$A7-48 

As  stated  on  DEIS  page  4G-I,  long-ierm  benefits  of  ihc  project  include  the  generation  of 
approximately  S7  million  annually  in  sute  and  local  taxes.  This  figure  is  now  estimated  lo  be 
approximately  $8.9  million. 

SA7-49 

Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4C 

SA7-50 

Commem  noted.  See  revised  'Assumptions  and  Limiutions  of  Analysis*  in  Chapter  4G. 

SA7-51 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  This  information  is  presenlly  unavailable.  Funher,  wc  do  not 
believe  lhal  the  results  of  such  a study  would  significantly  change  the  assessment  of  impacts 
presented  in  the  FEIS. 

SA7-52 

We  are  aware  of  the  potential  competition  for  temporary  housing  that  may  occur  at  times  along 
the  route.  This  possibility  is  addressed  on  page4G-ll  of  the  DEIS.  Also,  see  revised 
Chapter  4G  'Assumptions  and  Limitations  of  Analysis* 

SA7n 

(COOL) 


SA7-53  *c-n 


SA7-M  <.H-l 


SA7-57  50 


SA7-58  6-15 


of  the  unoccupied  unite.  Thle  event  would  nake  it 
difficult  for  tourist!  and  recreationlste  to  find 
lodging.  A lack  of  accoaaodat ions  would  detract  froa 
the  quality  of  the  recreational  eiperlence  for  aany 


'Although  the  lack  of  available  leaporary  housing  will, 
in  any  case,  drive  the  occupancy  rate  below  the  St 
threshold  of  significance,  the  lapact  will  be  of  short 
duration,  occurring  for  only  one  suaaer  season.* 

7/-  Any  solid  wastes  and/or  hasardous  wastes  generated  aust 

be  handled  in  accordance  with  Title  16,  Chapters  I*  and 
AA,  Adainlstrative  Rules  of  Montana  (ARM).  Any  such 
wsstes  aust  be  sent  or  delivered  for  disposal  or 
treaiaent  to  facilities  licensed  or  pereltted  for  the 
aanageaent  of  those  specific  typos  of  wastes. 

^/'  The  Air  Quality  Bureau  (AQB)  requests  that  the 

telephone  nuabers  of  Altaaont  eaployees  situated  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  construction  site  be  supplied  prior  to 
the  start  of  construction.  This  will  establish  a aeans 
of  coaaunlcatlon  with  the  construction  site  to  respond 
to  possible  coaplslnts  froa  the  public. 

T/-  Coapressor  Station  No.  1 will  require  a State  of 

Montana  Air  Quality  Peralt  (HAQR)  with  a prevention  of 
significant  deterioration  (PSD)  review. 

2/-  Coapressor  Stations  No.  2 and  No.  3 will  each  require 

a HAQP. 

A/-  The  EIS  should  provide  a narrative  eaplainlng  the 

relationship,  if  any,  between  the  Altaaont  pipeline  and 
future  natural  gas  developaent  in  Montana.  Under  what 
conditions  would  Montana  producers  be  allowed  to  sarket 
their  production  via  the  Altaaont  systea?  What  could 
be  the  pipeline's  effects  on  Montana  natural  gas 
production! 

A/12  The  State  of  Montana  published  a draft  and  final 

progrsaaatlc  EIS  on  oil  and  gat  drilling  and  production 
in  19S9.  The  docuaent  provides  several  gas  developaent 
scenarios  in  various  areas  crossed  by  the  pipeline. 
The  Inforaatlon  In  the  EIS  is  available  for 
Incorporation  by  reference.  A copy  of  the  draft  is 
enclosed. 


The  nuaber  of  federally  listed  or  proposed  threatened 
or  endangered  fish  species  aay  need  to  be  2i  the 
pallid  sturgeon  which  it  listed  endangered  and  the 


SA7-53 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  We  have  passed  it  along  to  Altamont. 


SA7-S4  We  have  passed  your  request  along  to  Allamoni.  In  the  interim,  the  public  nuy  contact 
Altamont  in  Montana  at  (^)  442-8360  and  in  Wyoming  at  (307)  634-8891. 


SA7-5S  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  These  requirements  are  referenced  in  Chapter  4H  of  the  DEIS. 


SA7-S6  A discussion  of  the  relationship  between  the  Altamont  Pipeline  and  future  natural  gas 
development  or  production  in  Montana  would  be  speculative,  and  therefore  has  not  been 
includ^  in  the  FEIS.  As  an  open-access  tianqwrier  of  natural  gas.  Altamont  would  not  own 
any  of  the  gas  flowing  through  its  system.  Gas  entering  (he  system  would  do  so  only  as  a result 
of  contract  arrangemenu  between  gas  purchasers  and  gas  producen. 


SA7-57  Thank  you  for  this  information.  We  have  included  a reference  to  the  programmatic  EIS  in 
Chapter  S. 


SA7-S8  See  response  to  Comment  SA7-2  above. 


SA-21 


$A7-SI 

(COBL) 


SA7-59 


6-19 


1/1 


SA7-60|6-18  lt*«  so 

SA7-6I 


SA7-63 


p»Jdl»flKh  vhlch.  at  this  tl«a.  la  atlll  being  reviewed 
for  threatened  statue. 

Should  aentlon  as  well  aa  the  paddleflah,  which  la 
ptupoaed  for  Hating,  blue  aucker,  aturgeon  chub, 
weatalope  cutthroat,  Vellowatone  cutthroat,  and 
northern  redbelljr  dace  x flneacale  dace  hybrid,  all  of 
which  are  Hoiitana  species  of  Special  Concern. 

Sane  aa  coeaente  for  page  aC-lS. 

Addi  'Aliaaont  shall  Investigate  the  technical 
feasibility  of  crossing  the  Hlstourl  and  Yellovatone 
rivers  using  a directional  drilling  technique.* 

Addi  *Altaeont  shall  develop  slte-apeclf Ic 
construction  plana  for  sensitive  atresas  listed  on  page 
aC-12.  Designs  and  procedures  for  these  river 
crossings  should  be  developed  In  close  coordination 
with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  state  agenclea, 
affected  landowners,  and  other  Interested  parties,  and 
•ust  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Conalsslon  and 
subalttcd  for  inclusion  In  tha  final  EIS.* 

The  Yellowetone  Blver  le  a Clece  II  fishery  (HRIS, 
1991),  showing  the  highest  angler  use  deys  of  any  river 
crossing  (see  Recreation  Baseline  table) . In  addition, 
it  gets  heevy  fleeter  and  boater  use.  Obtaining 
another  accesa  site  for  boata  in  thla  area  It  a top 
priority  for  the  reglonel  office  of  HDFWP.  Theee 
factors  Indicate  It  la  a valuable  recreation  resource. 

Open  trench  construction  would  likely  require  blasting 
to  coaply  with  the  floodplain  developaent  peralt  acour 
depth  requlreaente.  Thla  would  have  a draaatlc  abort 
tera  lapact  on  the  aquatlct.  A Conoco  pipeline  wee 
esposed  by  scour  In  19S9.  This  10  Inch  oil  pipeline 
burled  B feat  deep  In  e wet  crossing  downscresa  (above 
Billings)  requited  a week  of  construction  In  the  river 
bed.  Turbidity  of  this  Intensity  and  duration  during 
spawning  seaaon  aay  Inhibit  brown  trout  froa  reaching 
their  spawning  grounda  upstcaaa  In  the  tributaries. 
Trenching  during  e low  flow  tlae  of  year  would  aeon  no 
flushing  flows  would  be  evslleble  to  clear  out  the 
ledlaent . The  sedlaent  deposited  dovnstreaa  would  c log 
interstices  and  saother  fish  eggs  and 
escrolnvcrtebrstes  and  allow  a new  aulte  of 
aacrolnvertebcatat  to  becoae  established. 

Hydraulics  of  s gravel  bed  etreaa  are  finely  balanced 
between  flow  and  getin  Size.  Saall  changes  create 
Instability  and  cause  the  river  to  adjust  to  reactaln 


SA-22 


SA7-59  Beyond  (he  pallid  sturgeon,  the  six  fish  species  of  special  concent  u>  Montana  are  listed  in 
Table  3F-4. 


SA7-60  The  intent  of  DEIS  recommendation  SO  is  to  facilitate  the  development  of  noxious  weed  control 
measures  within  (he  existing  framework  of  local  weed  control  boards  and  other  appropiiaie 
Federal,  slate,  and  local  parties  or  individuals.  These  plans  will  not  be  available  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  FEIS. 

SA7-61  See  response  to  Comment  SA7-46  above  and  changes  to  Chapter  4C. 

SA7-62  Implementation  of  the  staffs  Stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  MiUgaiion  Procedures 
(DEIS  recommendation  4)  would  require  Allamonl  to  develop  site-specific  construction  plans 
for  all  major  water  bodies  proposed  to  be  crossed  (see  DEIS  Table  4C-S).  While  deveiopmeni 
of  these  plans  would  involve  appropriate  Federal  and  state  agencies,  they  will  not  be  available 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  FEIS. 

$A7-63  See  response  to  Comment  SA7-46  above. 


SA7-Q 

(CPOL) 


SA7-64  6-4.1 


SA7-65  6.*i 


equUibriua.  Thlt  In  cha  pskt  ha«  reeuUad  in  channel 

3C  Ijf"*  ?h«  “?*!**/!  property  (eee  page 
3t-i2).  The  risk  of  daasge  to  a pipeline  exposed  in 
the  riverbed  it  significant  and  unacceptable. 

The  Hontsn,  Oepart.ent  of  State  Lands  will  require 
feasibility  studies  on  directional  drilling  before 
issuing  the  rlght-of-vay  deeds  for  the  Yellowstone 
River,  as  veil  as  for  the  Hlstouri  River.  A 
description  of  the  open  trench  eethod  tailored  to  each 
river's  particular  characteristics  shall  also  be 
subeltted.  The  open  trench  description  shall  Include 
depth  of  trench,  width  at  the  top  of  the  trench,  eethod 
of  excavation.  projected  tlee  for  coepletion. 
discussion  of  reclaeation.  and  other  pertinent 
inforaation.  The  study  should  Include  analysis  of  a 
crossing  realignaent  slightly  downstreaa  to  avoid  the 
steep  south  slope.  This  inforaation  will  deteralne 
.h..h.r  th.  .m  . .p.cifl. 
construction  aethod  as  a condition  of  the  rlaht-of- 
way  deed.  ^ 

Montana  SHPO  recoaaends  that  PERC  invite  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  at  the 
earliest  possible  stage  to  participate  in  or  coaaent 
on  the  proposed  procedures  for  addressing  cultural 
resource  Ispacts.  We  strongly  encourage  inviting  the 
Council's  coaaent.  for  exaaple.  on  the  aansgeaent  plan 
to  be  developed  by  Altaaont  to  Identify,  evaluate  and 
protect  National  Register  eligible  properties. 

Given  the  scope  of  this  undertaking  and  its  likely 
effect  on  cultural  resources,  the  involveaent  of  the 
Advisory  Council  eerly  on  In  the  process  could  greatly 
facilitate  discussion  and  decision>asklng  in  aatters 
that  will  eventually  require  their  participation. 

•*n*ltlwe  areas,  or  anywhere  there  is  likely  to  be 
disturbance,  additional  Barkers  will  locate  the 
pipeline.  This  includes  areas  such  as  irrigation 
projects  (center  pivot  systeas  require  burled 
pipelines!,  subdivisions,  and  areas  likely  to  receive 
heavy  use.  In  particular,  the  bench  above  the  east 
bank  of  the  Kissouri  it  a proposed  center  pivot 
irrigation  project. 

The  Montana  Oepartaent  of  State  Lands  will  require 
signs  on  state  tracts  where  there  it  not  a sign  within 
1.5  Biles.  A sign  requlreaent  will  be  placed  on  the 
Individual  right-of-way  deeds  after  a field  review  has 
deteralned  where  signs  would  be  appropriate. 


SA7-64  See  response  to  Comment  SA6-2. 


SA7-63  Thank  you  for  your  tecommendation.  At  a minimum,  the  DOT  regulauont  at  49  CFR 
Parti  191  and  192  miut  be  followed.  However,  we  acknowledge  the  State  of  Montana's 
authority  to  require  more  stringent  standards  be  applied  on  state  lands. 


SA-23 


SA7-66 


SA7-67  B.l-2 


Special  precaution!  in  tar«!  of  tialng  or  Methods  of 
crotiing  should  be  considered  for  the  Hueeelshell  River 
if  the  northern  redbelly  dace  • five  scale  dace  hybrid 
(a  Montana  species  of  special  concern)  is  found. 

Topsoil  that  is  less  than  four  inches  deep  may  be 
difficult  for  Machinery  to  teMOvc  in  a separate  lift. 


Delete  f. 


nd  include  *ali  other  iMproved  areas, 
ireas,  or  at  the  request  of  the  landowner* 
illov  the  option  to  use  the  full  work  area 


B-l-a  V.D.5. 


B-l-a  VI. E. 


SA7-73  B-3-1  A. 2. 


Slope  breakers  should  be  inclined  S degrees  froM 
perpendicular  to  slope  in  order  to  prevent  ponding 
behind  the  bera.  Bern  and  cross  ditch  ends  should  be 
staggered  so  they  don't  all  end  in  a line  dounslope. 
Sand  bags  should  be  pieced  at  the  ends  of  the  beros. 
Use  polyethylene  liner  for  ditch  and  upslopa  side  of 
bera  in  highly  erosive  soils,  such  as  the  Colorado 


Use  agitator  in  driller  to  prevent  settling  out  of 
seeds  of  differing  densities  (pers.  comm.,  Vestec 
1990) . 

Using  wood  chips  as  nuich  would  lower  the  pH  of  the 
soil,  an  effect  that  aay  reduce  successful 
revegetstlon. 

Off-road  vehicle  control  will  be  difficult  along  aost 
of  the  pipeline  route,  as  the  terrain  is  basically  flat 
and  unforested.  Altcmative  Measures  should  be 
actively  developed  now. 

The  eliainatlon  of  blue  graas  (Bouteloua  eracilia)  froa 
the  Mizes  is  arbitrary.  In  the  Affected  Envlronaent 
discussion  (page  3£-2S>,  one  of  the  three  aiaed-grass 
prairies  is  characterized  at  grana-needlegrass- 
wheatgrass.  This  prairie  type  occurs  froa  Canada  to 
the  yeiiowttone  River,  and  one  of  the  doalnant  grasses 
is  blue  grena.  It  withstands  grazing  and  traapllng 
very  well,  and  is  adapted  to  a wide  range  of  soil 
conditions  (written  coaa.  1991,  Montana  Natural 
Heritage  Prograa) . It  Is  a vara  season,  drought 
tolerant  grass;  the  rest  in  the  aiaes  are  cool  season 
grasses  (Long,  1981).  In  a very  hot  dry  year,  blue 
graaa  aay  be  the  only  successful  species  to  revegetate. 
In  this  case,  it  could  protect  the  soil  while  the  cool 
season  grasses  overwinter  again,  and  perhaps  geminate 
the  following  year.  This  would  be  preferable  to  and 
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SA7-66 

Thank  you  for  your  recommendation.  The  staffs  Stream  and  Welland  Construction  and 

Mitigation  Procedures  (Appendix  C-3)  require  an  applicant  to  apply  for  state-issued  stream 
crossing  permits  and  obtain  a Section  401  water  quality  certification  (or  waiver)  pnor  to 
construction  at  perennial  streams.  These  Procedures  also  expressly  acknowledge  (he  stale's 
authority  to  restrict  the  time  window  for  construction  on  a site-specific  basis. 

SA7-67 

Comment  noted.  We  have  classified  soils  with  less  than  4 inches  of  topsoil  as  having  a ‘poor* 
rehabilitation  potential . These  soils,  along  with  (hose  classified  as  *poor-U>-fair*  are  considered 
the  most  troublesome. 

SA7-68 

See  response  to  Comment  SA7-23  above. 

SA7-69 

Comment  noted.  We  generally  agree  with  your  comments,  but  do  nol  want  to  limit  the 
contractor’s  flexibility  by  over-specification.  As  slated  in  Appendix  B-l,  our  Erosion  Control, 
Revegetation,  and  Maintenance  Plan  requires  that  some  iudgemeni  be  exercised  to  respond  to 
field  conditions. 

SA7-70 

Comment  noted.  Appendix  B-l  allows  for  the  use  of  other  appropriate  measures  to  prevent 
seed  stratification  on  a density  basis. 

SA7-71 

Comment  noted.  Debris  is  sometimes  chipped  as  a disposal  method  when  a pipeline  is  routed 
through  forested  areas.  As  a practical  matter,  less  than  I percent  of  AltamonI’s  proposed  route 
is  forested.  Please  remember  that  the  plan  presented  in  Appendix  B-l  is  tailored  to  addreu  both 
the  Altamont  and  PGT/PG&E  Projects. 

SA7.72 

Comment  noted. 

SA7-73 

Thank  you  for  this  information.  Revisions  to  Altamonfs  proposed  seed  mixes  were  made 
following  consultation  with  soil  conservation  authorities  throughout  the  projeci  area  at  both  the 
state  and  federal  levels.  It  was  the  consensus  of  several  BLM  and  U.S.  Soil  Conservation 

Service  representatives  that  blue  grama  be  removed. 

DEIS  recommendation  18  and  Appendix  B-1  allow  for  modificalions  to  seed  mixes,  as  deemed 
appropriate  by  (he  landowner  or  land  administering  agency. 


SA7.73j 
(coot)  I 


SA7-74  6-3-1  A.*. 


SA7-75  6-3-1 


SA7-76  6.J-1  6.1. 


Wit  cosiljr  than  reseeding  (he  following  year  because 
no  cool  season  grasses  becaae  established. 

Thlcksplke  wheaigrass  (Atroovron  daaystachvuai  and 
western  uheatgrass  (AiiroDvron  fithlli  say  both  be  tod 
foroing  (rhlioBstous)  cool  season  ■idgrastes.  but  the 
!k!*!  ‘l!’'  differ  significantly  (Long.  I6ei>. 

Thlcksplke  colonizes  sandy  gravelly  dry  areas  and  Is 
better  on  slopes  than  western.  Western  Is  successful 
on  aedlue  to  clayey  soils,  better  for  alluvial  clay 
flats  and  botto.  lands  that  .ay  dry  out  slightly  saline 
Westec).  They  do  not  appear  to  be 
interchangeable  in  habitat,  only  in  eorphology. 
Therefore,  their  characteristics  .ay  be  sl.llar.  but 
their  ecological  value  Is  not. 

Potential  native  f«?»wtg  eyjna  alternatives  Include  F. 

•"‘I  P.  sa.leont.n. 
(written  cou.,  1991.  Hontans  Natural  Heritaae 
Prograe).  Heritage 

FERC  recoMends  reaovlng  two  of  the  species  nost 
specifically  suited  to  sandy  sites.  Sand  bluestea 
(AndroDOflon  Is  good  for  wind  and  water  erosion 

and  particularly  suited  to  deep  sandy  soils.  It  la 
easy  to  establish  and  long  lived.  Little  bluestae 
IS^ltachrltM  icoparluei  has  different  characteristics , 
being  a ware  season  aid-height  bunchgrass  (vs.  war* 
tall  rhltoaatous  sod-foraer  of  sand  bluestea).  Little 
bluestea  Is  good  on  foothills  and  loess  slopes,  a 
different  habitat  than  deep  sandy  bottoas  (Long.  1961) . 
They  are  considered  *sand-blnding*  species,  seea  to  be 
autually  coapatlble.  and  beneficial  In  a wide  range  of 
sandy  »ites.  Of  the  species  currently  on  the  sandy 
soil  list  (page  6-3-1),  only  Prairie  sandreed 
(CiittPYlltg  lonaifollat  and  Indian  rlcegrsss 
<aiyigpi4t  hrwtnPldeLl  are  characteristic  of  sandy 
sites  (written  eoaa..  1991.  Hontans  Natural  Herltaee 
Prograa).  * 

Of  all  the  grasses  of  Hontans.  Inland  saltgrsss 
IBltlighllg  IlfitLl)  is  the  characteristic  saline  soil 
species  (written  coae..  1991.  Hontans  Natural  Heritage 
Prograe).  Page  lE-28  of  the  Affected  Envlronaent 
describes  saline-alkaline  shrubland  as  characterized 
by  an  understory  of  western  whestgrsss  and  aalcgrass 
This  species  Is  a good  one  for  revegetatlon.  It  can 
grow  on  soils  crusted  with  salt  or  very  coepscted.  is 
a dense  sod-foraer  with  vigorous  rhlzoees.  and 
therefore  Is  good  for  protecting  against  erosion, 
especially  during  early  spring  flooding.  Probleas 
Include  needing  a local  seed  source.  Halted  sources, 
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SA7-74  Commenl  accepted.  See  changei  to  Appendu  B-3. 


SM-IS  Thank  you  for  (his  information. 


SA7-76  Commenl  noicd.  See  change  in  Appendix  B-3  and  reiponxe  u>  Comment  SA7-73. 


SA7-77  Commenl  accepted.  See  change  in  Appendix  B-3. 


SA-25 


SA7.77 

(cool) 

SA7-7B  B-J-1 

SA7-79  B-j-l 

SA7-80  B-3-2 


SA7-ei  B.3-2  B.6. 


•nd  Halted  paletebilUjr  (pert,  coaa.,  1990,  Wettec). 
We  Butt,  not  reduce  our  rangeland  to  only  thote  epeclet 
that  cattle  and  theep  like  to  eat.  Of  the  other 
epeclet  on  the  tallne  toil  Hat,  only  Alkali  tacaton 
(Sporobolui  aeroldesl  */.  Batin  wlldrye  (Elvua 
mtlcoldeal  are  characterlatlc  of  tallne  condltlone. 

Changes  to  the  clayey  alee  alature  could  Include 
ellalnatlng  Indian  rlcegraee  IQfvaoDele  hvaenoldeai  aa 

The  changes  aade  to  the  propoted  teed  aliea  appear 
arbitrary.  The  reaaon  for  dlacouraglng  uae  of 
BoutelQua  eracllla  la  not  given.  Thla  la  an  laportant 
native  apeciea  and  thould  be  returned  to  the  teed 


See  dlscuaalon  above  under  B.I  for  refuting  the  reaoval 
of  Inland  aaltgrasa.  Swltchgrata  (Panlcua  vifeatuai 
la  alto  a good  sod  foraer  with  good  seedling  vigor  and 
high  yields,  especially  In  sandy  aollt  (Long,  1961). 
PERC  recoaaendt  changes  without  reasons,  valid  or 
otherwise,  except  to  reduce  the  nuaber  of  species  In 
the  alzet,  at  tlacs  reaoving  the  aoat  appropriate 
species.  The  aore  variety  In  the  ala.  the  better  the 
chance  aoaethlng  will  prosper  even  In  adverse 
conditions.  The  fewer  species  in  the  alz,  the  aore 
critical  it  is  to  use  characteristic  Indigenous 
varieties. 

Vestem  whestgrasa  (Aetoovron  salthlH  has  good  flood 
tolerance,  spreads  rapidly,  to  teeaa  a reasonable 
choice  for  aeslc  sites.  BLH'a  recoaaendatlon  to  add 
Streaabsnk  wheatgrass  (Aeroovron  rloarluai  la  a good 
one.  Meadow  foztall  (Alonecurua  oratenslai  la  an 
introduced  species  and  therefore  discouraged  for 
revegetation  alzea.  It  is  slightly  spreading  with  weak 
rhlzoaea,  so  not  an  ezcellent  choice  anyway.  Its 
benefit  la  as  a pasture  species,  and  would  alter  range 
flora  specifically  for  grazing. 


Basin  wlldrye  (Elvaua  trltlcoldeal  as  FERC  lists  is 
Incorrect.  Elvaua  trlticoldes  it  beardless  (or 
creeping)  wlldrye.  Basin  wlldrye  (or  Great  Basin 
wlldrye)  (Elvaua  cinereusi  is  soaething  different 
(Dorn.  1964).  Which  does  FERC  aean?  The  difference 
between  Great  Batin  wlldrye  and  Canada  wlldrye  le  that 
Canada  is  easy  to  establish,  produces  ground  cover 
rapidly  and  is  palatable  and  nutritious.  Disadvantages 
Include  low  coapetitlve  success  and  it's  short  lived. 
Basin  wlldrye  la  only  aoderstely  successful  in  vigor 
and  eatabllthaent,  and  not  good  for  eandy  tolls.  It 
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SA7-78  Thank  you  for  your  commen(. 

SA7-79  -najik  tor  yoor  commoil.  Oor  mclhodology  for  rrkarmmenairrg  change,  lo  Alla.nonI', 

proposed  seed  mixes  was  outlined  in  response  lo  Commenl  SA7-73  above. 


SA7-80  See  response  to  Commenl  SA7-77  above. 


SA7-81  Commcnli  acccpced.  See  changes  lo  Appendix  B 3. 


SA7-II 

(COOL) 

SA7-«2  t-i-2  8-7 


SA7-83  »-J*2 


SA7-84  c.2-2 

SA7-85  C-j-l  C-l 

SA7-e6  C-J-2  0.3 

SA7-87  C-3-2 


ii  good  In  bottoaltnda,  vlch 
palatabllltjr  (Long,  1961). 

Inland  aaitgraaa  (Dlatlchlla  tolcatual  la  aitioaely 
appropriate  lor  thia  ali,  and  It  la  not  clear  whjr  FERC 
recoaaended  ita  reaovai.  Pleaae  refer  to  the 
diacuaaion  of  thla  apeciea  above  in  B.3. 

Reaove  Birdsfaol  trefoil  <Lotua  comlculatua  1 . Vhite 
Dutch  clover  (Ttlfollua  reoenal . and  atrawberry  clover 
(Trifoliua  fraalferual  froe  the  aises  aa  they  are  all 
Introduced  apeciea  uhlch  are  degrading  the  quality  of 
the  natural  graaaland  by  their  rapid  apread.  Replace. 
If  appropriate,  with  purple  prairie  clover 
1 Petalosteaun  nurcurea I . If  no  appropriate  leguae  can 
be  Identified,  leave  forba  out  altogether. 

Reaove  redtop  ( Aaroatla  a Iba i froa  acidic  alz  becauae 
it  la  Introduced. 

Reaove  aeadov  foitall  (Alooecurua  oratenaiai  froa  aealc 
and  acidic  alte  alaea  and  replace  in  aealc  alz  with 
weatern  and  streaabank  vheatgraaa  (AeroDvron  aalthll 
and  g.  clcarlua.  reapectlvely) . 

Do  not  add  aaaaoth  wlldrye  (Elvaua  alaanteuai  to  aandy 
alz  aa  recoaaended  by  the  BLH  aa  It  la  Introduced.  Uae 
a different,  native  apeciea  of  wlldrye  Inatead. 

Do  not  add  Tall  vheatgraaa  (Joae)  tAeroovron  eloneatual 
to  the  aallne  alz  aa  recoaaended  by  BLH,  aa  It  la 
Introduced. 

Reaove  Sheep  fescue  (Featuca  ovlnai  froa  the  loaay, 
clayey,  and  acidic  alzea.  Replace  If  poaalble  with  a 
apeciea  Hated  In  A. 6. 

The  Yellowatone  River  la  a Clasa  II  flahery,  not  a 
Class  111  flahery  (HRIS,  1991).  Other  data  la  left  out 
In  the  flah  apeciea  present  coluan  (see  attached). 
The  'Yellowstone  River*  at  HP  266.1  should  be  'Clark-a 
Pork  Yellowstone  River'.  Add  aountaln  whltefleh  to 
species  codes. 

See  coaaent  of  page  AC-11. 

Should  Include  conservation  dlatrlct-lasued  atreaa 

The  size  of  thla  gravel  Is  critical  to  the  aalntenance 
of  equlllbriua  conditions  In  the  streaabed,  eapeclally 


IS 


SA7-S2  Commeflt  accepted.  See  change  to  Appendii  8-3. 


SA7'83  Comments  noted.  See  changes  in  Appendii  B-3  and  response  to  Commenl  SA7-73  above. 


SA7-84  Commenl  accepted.  See  changes  to  Appendii  C-2. 


SA7-85  Sec  response  lo  Commenl  SA7-29  above. 

SA7-86  The  project  applicant  would  be  required  to  apply  for  aJl  applicable  stream  crossing  permits. 
SA7-87  Thank  you  for  this  information. 
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in  unstable  rivers  such  as  the  Yellowstone.  It  should 
be  oatched  closely  to  the  adjacent  bed  surface  layer. 

Consider  reaovlng  sod  and  replacing  after  construction 
for  CEtreeely  sensitive  fragile  areas. 
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SA7-88  Thank  you  for  this  informalion  The  slate  is  free  lo  require  (his  miiigaiion  al  (hose  sites  where 
it  determines  ihe  technique  to  be  necessary. 
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TAULl;:  4-20 

CCTIMATEID  TEMPORAllV  HOUSING  ALONG  THE 
PIPIOJNR  ItOUTE  • MONTANA 


^ „ Trailer  and  Tent  Road  Miles 

19aG  Eslimatod  Motel/HoU:l  Private  Public  From  the 
Community  Population  UniU  Spaces  Spaces  Route 


iMP  0-125) 


Havre  10.840 

Rudyord  U 

Hinyham  190 

Chester  l.llO 

Diy  Sandy  740 

Lomu  U 

Furt  Benton  1,640 

Greet  Falla  57,310 

Hilger  U 

Denton  350 


Total  Spread  1 


Spread  2: 
(Ml*  12S-225) 


Stanford  530 

Hobson  290 

Lcwistown  6.080 

Moore  220 

Judith  Gap  230 

Harlowton  1.060 

White  Sulphur 
Sprinys  1.310 

Morlinsdale  U 

Roundup  2,560 

Dig  Timber  1.720 


Total  Spread  2 


305 

9 

0 

38 

6 

19 

1.558 

0 


2.005 


12 

0 

279 

6 

0 

92 

93 
0 

52 

59 

593 


666 

0 

26 

35 

10 

15 

45 

1.453 

9 

2 


2,161 


60 

0 

107 

17 

2 

26 


611 


36 

0 

0 

NA 

10 

0 

0 

22 

0 

0 

67 


33 

7 

28 

0 

0 

GO 


0 

20 

0 

162 


21 

16 

9 

36 

3 

27 

38 

60 

41 

10 


19 

4 

26 

6 

1 

8 

62 

33 

68 

66 
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TARLC  4-20  Cont’d 


I98C  EslimalcJ  Molcl/llulcl 
Community  Population  Uniu 


Troilcr  and  Ton^ 
Pnvulc  Public 

Spocca  Spacca 


Rood  Milca 
From  the 


Spread  3: 
(MP  225-305) 


Reed  Point  U 

Dillinga  80,310 

Laurel  7,310 

Cotumbua  1,590 

Park  City  U 

Silesia  U 

Juliet  500 

Kromberf  530 

Absarokce  U 

Roberta  U 

UnUBcr  700 

Belfry  U 

Red  Lodge  2,050 


Total  Spread  3 
Montana  Total 


0 49  0 

2.76S  3.169  0 

52  149  0 

GO  G3  0 

8 IG  0 

0 22  0 

4 25  0 

0 17  0 

4 II  0 

0 0 0 

NA  29  12 

0 Co 

225  111  61 

3,118  3.657  93 

6.710  6,429  312 


34 

25 

0 

16 

1 

2 

4 

10 

32 

19 

lU 

30 

48 


Notes: 


1)  U - Unincorporated  city;  population  estimate  not  available. 

2)  NA  = Not  available. 


1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 


Montana  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 
Consumer  Safely  Uurcou.  Helena,  Montana  December  1988 
American  Automobile  Association.  Tour  Hook.  1989  Edition, 
^ericon  Automobile  Association.  Camp  Book.  1989  EdiUon. 
Montana  Deportment  of  Commerce.  Promotion  Oivuiion,  Helena, 


Food  ond 


MonUinu. 


In  addition  u>  moloU  and  campgrounds,  there  ore  rental  uniu  (apurlmcnta.  homes,  and 
mobile  homes).  Rental  uniU  probably  arc  more  plentiful  in  the  larger  ciUea  such  as 
Havre,  Lewistawn.  Dillings,  and  Laurel. 

Occupancy  reus  for  temporary  housing  were  estimated  through  Ulephooa  inUrviews 
with  managers  of  moula/houls,  mobile  home  parks,  and  campgrounds.  Most  motel 
managers  reported  an  occupancy  raU  of  80  u 90  percent  during  the  high  season  and 
40  to  60  percent  during  the  off  season  (see  Tublc  4-2l).  Mobile  home  park  managers 
typically  did  not  report  having  o high  or  off  season,  rather,  they  have  eiperionccd  a 70 
to  90  percent  occuponey  rau  year-round.  Many  campground  owners  reported  that  they 
are  open  only  during  the  summer  months  ond  close  aOcr  Ubor  Day.  During  the 
summer  months,  occupancy  raus  for  campgrounds  were  between  70  and  99  pereenL 

The  high  season  for  most  moUls  was  reporUd  u be  June  through  August,  with  a busy 
pcok  during  the  hunting  season  in  October  and  November.  MoUla  in  the  community  of 
Red  Lodge  experience  high  seasons  during  summer  and  again  during  the  winter  akiing 
season.  Mobile  home  parks  in  northern  Montana  were  nearly  100  percent  occupied 
during  the  grain  harvest  uason  in  August  and  September. 

Community  services  such  as  ambulance  aervicc  and  fire  proUction  are  usually  provided 
by  volunteer  organizations  in  the  small  rural  towns  and  unincorporated  cities  of 
Montana.  The  larger  utics  o(Ter  hospital  cure,  local  law  enforcement  protection, 
physician  services,  and  other  amenities  (restaurants,  retail  outlets,  and  inside 
recreation). 

4-7-1. 2 Wyoming 

The  arid,  intermountoin  region  traversed  by  the  route  in  Wyoming  u similar  to 
Montana  with  its  sparse  population  and  remote  urban  areas.  Cattle  ranching,  irrigated 
farming,  mining,  and  the  petroleum  industry  provide  moat  of  the  employment  and 
income.  Greybull,  Worland,  and  Riverton  are  ughculturai  and  petroleum  industry  hubs, 
while  Rock  Springs,  Kemmerer.  and  Opal  in  southwestern  Wyoming  are  dominated  by 
oil  and  gas  development.  Lander  and  the  South  Pass  area,  ad^ocnl  to  the  Wind  River 
Mountains,  are  important  eenlcre  of  tourism  and  iccrcatiun. 
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^iaie  Engineet  d 0^^ice 

iCniifl  euHONC  4 E CHEVEMNE  WTC 


February  28,  1991 


RtCEIV£0  BY 


Hr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.  MAR  0 5 

Rood  7312 

Environmental  Compliance  Branch.  OPPR  tini)0iiuili1iiC0>iPiUJlC( Ul tiOli^ 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comnission 
82S  North  Capitol  Street,  HE 
Washington,  O.C.  20426 

Dear  Hr.  Sauter: 


The  State  Engineer's  Office  received  a copy  of  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  PGT/PG6E  and  Altamont 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects.  The  Altamont  Pipeline  portions 
(Docket  No.  CP90-1375-000)  were  reviewed  and  I would  like  to  offer 
the  following  comments. 

Table  1-4,  Page  1-23  lists  by  agency  the  permits  required  in 
Wyoming  during  the  pipeline  construction.  There  are  a couple  of 
errors  in  the  listing  under  the  State  Engineer's  Office  (SEO) . The 
SM  is  responsible  for  water  administration  within  the  state.  The 
listing  under  the  subheading  "Groundwater  appropriation  permit"  is 
correct.  However,  the  listing  under  "Surface  water  appropriation 
permit"  (Consider  issuance  of  a license  for  encroachment  on  state 
highways)  appears  to  be  an  error.  The  explanation  should  refer  to 
the  need  to  obtain  a permit  from  this  office  should  any  surface 
water  be  used  during  construction  of  the  pipeline. 

The  first  subheading  under  SEO,  "Oversized  and  overweight  load 
permit"  is  also  misplaced.  The  issuance  of  these  permits  is  not 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  SEO.  Additional  information 
regarding  oversized  permits  can  be  obtained  from  Wyoming  Ports-of- 
Entry  (777-5288)  or  the  Wyoming  Highway  Department  (777-4375) . 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please 
contact  me  at  your  convenience. 


Sincerely, 

(^USI 


cc:  Rod  Hiller,  State  Planning  Coordinator’s  Office 


L 
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SA8-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Please  see  revisions  to  Table  I- 


Memorandu 


1.  Projects  Coordinator 
Resources  Agency 

2.  Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coamisslon 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  D.C.  20426 


March  1,  1991 

RECEIVED  BY 

MOH  0 ^ 19^1 


tHlMMlklA  AM  rQittI 

tMinnnuO) 


Pacific  Gas  TransBission  Company/Paclfic  Gas  and  Electric  Conpany 
(PCT/PG6E)  and  Altaaont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Draft  Environaental 
iBpact  Statement  (EIS)  Docket  Nos.  CP89>460-001  and  CP909-137S-000 


The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG)  has  received  the 
Draft  EIS  for  the  proposed  PGT/PGiE  - Altamont  natural  gas 
pipeline  projects. 

The  Draft  EIS,  prepared  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  (FERC),  the  Federal  lead  agency  for  the  project, 
concerns  the  construction  of  a natural  gas  pipeline  from  Canada  to 
southern  California.  FERC  has  requested  comments  to  help  identify 
any  significant  environmental  issues  or  concerns  regarding  the 
project. 


SA9-I 


In  1990  the  CDFG  prepared  and  submitted  comments  on  a Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  on  the  Administrative  draft 
of  the  Final  EIR,  prepared  by  the  California  Pubic  Utilities 
Commission  (CPUC),  the  State  lead  agency  for  the  project.  The 
Final  EIR  addressed  only  the  California  portion  of  the  pipeline. 
CDFG  worked  closely  with  the  CPUC  and  PGT/PG6E  pipeline  staff 
during  the  report's  preparation. 

FERC  states  in  its  Draft  EIS  that  it  has  incorporated  by  reference 
the  Final  EIR  prepared  by  the  CPUC  as  it  relates  to  the  PG6E 
facilities  in  California.  CDFG  has  already  commented  on  the 
preparation  of  the  Final  EIR  by  the  cpuc.  Attached  are  the 
comment  letters  concerning  the  project  that  were  sent  to  the  CPUC 
during  preparation  of  the  Final  EIR. 


Because  FERC  has  incorporated  the  CPUC's  Final  EIR  into  the 
Federal  Draft  EIS,  our  conditions  and  requirements  shall  remain 
Che  eene . 


ICalifomia  Department  of  Rsb  and  Gamel 


SA9-i  As  staled  on  page  1-14  of  the  DEIS,  the  staff  does  not  intend  to  use  this  EIS  to  resurrect  old 

issues  which  the  CPUC  has  jurisdiction  over,  nor  enlenain  comments  on  old  issues  which 
appropriately  belong  before  the  CPUC.  The  CDFG's  comments  were  addressed  in  the  CPUC's 
FQR  and  are  not  being  reprinied  in  this  document. 
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1.  Projacts  Coordinator 

2,  Ma.  Lola  Caahall 


-2- 


Harch  1,  1991 


Thank  you  for  tha  opportunity  to  ravlaw  and  coanent  on  this 
projact.  If  you  hava  any  quaatlons  or  naad  additional 
information,  plaaaa  contact  Mr.  Joa  Vincanty,  Aaaoclata  Mildllfa 
Blologlat,  California  Oapartsant  of  Pish  and  Gaaa,  1416  Ninth 
Straat,  Sacraaanto,  CA  95814  or  by  talaphona  at  (916)  322*5326. 


COPY 

FOK 

Pata  Bontadalli 
Oiractor 


Attachaant 

cc:  Nr.  Nark  C.  Kalpin,  PCT/PGE  Expansion  Prolact  - 
Washington,  D.C. 

Nr.  Lauranca  J.  Santar,  Jr.,  Altaaont  Prolact  * 
Washington,  D.C. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURE 
1220  N Street,  P 0 Box  9<i2871 
Sscr*aent«.  C«llfornla  9<>271-0001 

March  1.  1991 


RtCEIVED  BY 


MAI)  0 0 Ir.  I 

llOiMMIlilllU  OllPltiliCt  Ik)  fttiKCI 

Hr  Mark  C Kalpin  (PCT/PCfcE  Expansion  Project)  WIHSISIMKW 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coaalsaion 
82S  North  Capitol  Street.  N E. 

Washington.  D C 20<a28 

Dear  Mr  Kalpin; 

Allow  ae  to  Introduce  ayself;  ay  naae  Is  David  Godfrey  I aa  a plant 
certification  specialist  for  the  California  Departaenc  of  Pood  and  Agriculture. 
I aa  responsible  for  the  adalnlscratlon  of  11  clean  planting  stock  prograas 
offered  aa  a service  to  the  agricultural  Industry  of  California.  In  that 
capacity,  it  has  coae  to  ay  attention  that  participants  of  California's  Seed 
Potato  Certification  Prograa  aay  be  put  at  rlak  In  their  ability  to  certify 
potatoes  by  the  project  that  will  pass  through  the  northwestern  portion  of  Modoc 
County  In  the  Tulelake  area. 

The  Seed  Potato  Prograa  certifies  potatoes  as  being  grown  under  re^ulreaents  set 
and  within  the  tolerances  specified  for  certain  laportant  diseases.  One  of  these 
diseases  is  root-knot  neaatodes  (Heloldogyne  spp  ) . In  general,  neaatodes  are 
aicroscoplc,  round  woras  that  aay  be  found  in  the  soil,  water  or  plant  tissues. 
There  are  several  types  that  daaage  potatoes,  but  root-knot  neaatodes  have  been 
specifically  targeted  by  certification  procedures  not  only  In  California,  but  by 
certifying  agencies  throughout  North  Aaerlca.  Most  certification  regulations. 
Including  California's,  have  a ‘zero  tolerance*  for  root-knot  neaatodes.  That 
scans  if  any  (l>  plant  or  tuber  Is  found  with  visible  syaptoas,  the  lot  being 
inspected  la  rejected 

These  woras  feed  on  the  plant  roots,  in  soae  cases  causing  stunting  of  the  plant 
and  reducing  in  yields.  In  addition,  feeding  produces  swellings  or  galls  on  Che 
roots.  These  aay  also  be  found  on  the  tubers  and  reduces  Che  grower's  ability 
to  aarket  a crop  so  affected.  State  and  federal  laws  set  standards  (tolerance) 
for  potatoes  Co  be  sold  on  the  eoaaerelal  aarket.  In  ocher  words,  root-knot 
neaatodes  are  not  only  a problca  for  the  seed  potato  grower,  but  create  a 
problen  to  the  eoaaerelal  potato  grower  as  well. 

In  order  to  aeet  seed  certification  standards  and  eoaaerelal  standards,  potato 
growers  aust  plant  ‘eleon  seed*  (certified)  on  "clean  ground*  or  on  parcels  of 
land  that  have  not  had  crops  on  chea  previously,  parcels  of  land  which  the  grower 
knows  Che  history  of  and  present  the  least  risk  of  being  Infested  with  root-knot 
neaatodes.  or  parcels  that  can  be  treated  with  chealcals  to  kill  the  neaatodes. 
Presently  In  California  there  ere  very  few  naterlals  that  are  legal  for  this 
purpose  and  of  chose  available  the  cost  is  prohibitive  for  a potato  grower.  In 
addition.  Che  Aoerlcan  public  Is  deasndlng  a decrease  In  the  use  of  pesticides 
rather  chan  increase,  especially  In  situations  where  agriculture  can  use  faralng 


(CaUfomU  Depanmeni  of  Food  and  Agriculiure] 
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and  cultural  practical  that  would  pravant  or  Halt  tha  ipraad  of  paits.  That 
leavaa  tha  othar  two  cholcai  and  both  ara  dapandent  on  kaeplng  parcala  of  land 
fraa  ftoa  futura  contaalnatlon  by  root-knot  naaatode 

Bacauia  of  chair  also,  naaatodaa  by  thaaialvaa  cannot  aova  far.  They  say  «ova 
two  to  three  feat  In  •oiat  aell,  but  uiually  do  not  aova  vary  far  to  find  a host. 
Soaa  have  bean  found  aa  deep  aa  ala  feat  and  have  been  known  to  algraca  upward 
to  cainfaat  colla  craaced  and  thought  to  now  ba  fraa  of  the  paaca.  With  the  help 
of  water,  wind,  or  aan.  Infaacaclona  can  aova  rapidly.  Hovaaant  of  concaalnatad 
aell  on  aqulpaant  or  by  aqulpaanc  (l.a.,  grading  or  dlaclng  could  apraad  aoll- 
borne  paata  over  a largo  area  rapidly)  or  by  ualng  concaalnatad  aurfaca  water  ara 
probably  tha  blggaac  probleoa  In  Halting  the  apraad  of  root-knot  naaatoda. 
Sanitation  aaaauraa  ouat  ba  followad  If  apraad  la  to  ba  Halted  or  pravanCad. 
Parclclpanta  In  the  California  certification  prograa  are  raqulrad  to  flla  a 
notice  of  aanitaclon  agraalng  that  they  are  raaponalblo  for  all  aanlcatlon  for 
the  let  ancared  and  chat  they  have  carried  out  all  aanlcatlon  procaduroa  chat  a 
prudent  aead  potato  grower  would  uaa  to  protect  tha  lot. 


It  appeara  chat  one  of  tha  projacta  will  eventually  ba  approved.  However,  It  la 
tha  concam  of  currant  and  unrapraaancad  future  aaad  potato  growera,  aa  well  aa 
coaaarclal  potato  growera.  Chat  they  alghc  not  ba  able  to  aeat  tha  raqultaaenta 
or  acandarda  to  certify  aaad  or  to  aconoalcally  grow  coHaarclal  pocacoaa. 
Contaalnatlon  of  parcala  by  the  propoaad  proJact(B)  through  the  aovaaenc  of  aoll 
on  aqulpaanc  or  by  the  uaa  of  concaalnatad  aurfaca  water  will  occur  If 
praeautlona  ara  not  taken  to  aacabllah  and  rlgoroualy  follow  a aanlcatlon 
procedure  agreed  to  by  growera  froa  tha  area.  Anything  laia  will  lapacc  the 
growera  of  the  area  and  Halt  chair  potential  to  fara 


SAIO-I 


I have  encloaed  a copy  of  Callfornla'a  Regulation  for  the  Certification  of  Seed 
Potatoaa  and  cxcarpca  froa  *The  Integrated  Peat  Nanageaenc  for  Potatoaa  In  the 
Ueatern  UniCad  Statea*.  I have  *hl-HghCad*  Choaa  itaaa  Chat  are  aoat  pertinent 
CO  the  problea  of  root-knot  naaatode.  In  addition  It  ahould  be  noted  chat  chare 
ara  other  aoll-borne  peace  chat  can  alao  be  aoved  In  a alallar  aanner  that  affect 
potatoea  and  other  eropa  In  the  area.  Should  you  need  additional  Infornaclon, 
pleaaa  contact  aa, 


A lace  conaenc  for  you  to  conaldar.  Laat  year  In  tha  Tulelaka  area,  I had 
pareonal  experience  Involving  a craw  (part  of  the  project)  looking  for  native 
Aaerlcan  altea  that  would  leave  aa  concerned  aa  to  whether  tha  project  would 
carry  out  aanlcatlon  agreed  to,  The  craw  had  agreed  to  conduct  chair  aearch, 
which  included  digging  and  aovlng  froa  alto  to  alee,  parcel  to  parcel,  in 
accordance  with  aanlcatlon  procedurea  lined  out  by  the  grower.  They  ware  to  neat 
hla  on  a apeclfle  data  and  ha  would  help  in  the  aanlcatlon.  In  the  end.  without 
notifying  the  grower  the  craw  ahowed  up  on  an  earlier  dace  and  waa  ready  to  begin 
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been  reprinted  in  this  volume  of  the 


der  to  conserve  space,  these  technical  enclosures  have  not 
FEIS.  They  are  available  for  review  at  FERC. 
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work  without  the  grower  or  following  any  aanlcatlon  procedure*.  Uhlle  It  Bay 
have  $ceaed  like  a little  oversight  by  Che  crew.  It  was  a alstake  on  their  part 
Chat  could  cost  the  grower  In  the  end  with  the  potential  loss  of  Che  ablllcy  to 


Sincerely. 

David  Godfrey 

Senior  Agricultural  Biologist 
Pest  Exclusion/Nursery  Prograt 
Division  of  Plant  Industry 
(916)  <i4S-23e8 

ce:  Byrne  Bros.  Paralng 
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Hr  Hark  C.  Kalpln 

r«der«l  Energy  ttegulacory  Cowiiaalon 
Envlronaencal  Coapllanc*  Branch,  OPPft 
Rooa  7312 

623  North  Capitol  Scroac  NE 
Uaihlngton.  DC  20<i26 


RtCEIVED  BY 

MAR  I A I9H 

(MrilQUiMAl  COMPtUXlLMD  PIOKCI 

iuuirsiseuM}> 


Dear 


K'llpin: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  coaaent  on  the  dreft  envlronaental 
lapacc  atateaent  (DEIS)  Cor  the  PGT/PC&E  and  Altaaont  Natural  Caa 
Pipeline  Projecta.  Ue  reviewed  the  DEIS  and  have  the  following  coBaenta 

SAIl-1 


SAll-2 


3 As  discussed  In  Section  3E-2  of  the  DEIS,  wetlands  are  a valuable 
natural  resource  that  provide  aany  useful  benefits,  including 
wildlife  and  fisheries  hoblcat.  floodwater  detention,  water 
iaproveaent.  and  recreational  and  aesthetic  values.  Due  to  the  pool 
record  of  success  In  replacing  wetlands,  we  rccoanend  avoiding  and 
ainlaizlng  wetland  lapacts  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


1.  Two  water  quality  standards  aodlficatlons  will  be  required  for  this 
project.  The  first  aodiflcatlon  will  be  issued  for  crossings  In 
wetlands  areas  and  streaaa  and  screaa  channels.  The  second 
■edification  will  be  Issued  for  crossing  the  Valla  Valla  River 
Procedures  described  In  the  DEIS  for  crossing  streaaa.  wetlands, 
streao  channels,  and  rivers  will  be  required  as  ainlaua  standards  for 
the  issuance  of  the  aodlfication.  Site  specific  requlreaenta  In 
addition  to  chose  listed  in  the  DEIS  aay  be  required. 

2.  Veter  used  for  hydrotastlng  la  proposed  Co  be  discharged  Into  an 
inceralttenc  creek  Vater  Co  be  discharged  cannot  exceed  Che 
hydrological  capacity  of  Che  sCreaa  channel.  The  discharge  also 
cannot  create  turbidity  or  erosion  In  the  streaa  channel  or 


In  order  to  alnlalze  and  rectify  lapacts  to  wetlands,  the  following 
conditions  should  be  applied:  Best  Hanageoenc  Practices  for  sedlaent 
and  erosion  control  should  be  lapleaented.  This  should  Include 
functional  silt  fences,  laaedlsce  revegetsclon.  and  aulching.  The 
original  contours  of  the  landscape  should  be  restored  upon  coapleclon 
of  construction.  Native  vegetation  representative  of  the  sice  should 
be  replanted  laaedlacely  following  re-concourlng  of  the  sice.  Over 
60  percent  cover  of  desirable  vegetation  should  be  established  by 
Sepcenber  of  the  following  year  or  revegecaclon  should  occur. 


SA-40 

(Washinglon  Dcparlincnl  of  Ecology) 
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Thank  you  for  this  information. 

$All-2 

’’'7  “ “ ““  Woprisl*  sale  peraiicUng  juUioniy  lo  conjiile,  when 

evaliuung  POT  i application(s)  lot  permiuion  lo  di«hargc  hydrosEape  lest  water. 

SAll-3 

ntattk  you  f„,  y„„r  conttriem.  Tlte  staff  etatcurs  with  yoa,  opinion  that  wetland,  shottid  be 
■"  ''8^'  P'»j«d-!(«cir.e  cons.de, ations  and 

SAll  4 

The  stafPi  •Stream  and  Wetland  Constrocuon  and  Mitigation  Procedures'  establish  best 
n^cmenl  practices  for  the  construction  of  interstate  natural  gas  pipelines  across  streams  and 

O 
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Hr  H«rk  C.  Ktlpin 
February  20.  1991 
Page  2 


5 If  the  project  will  result  In  unavoidable  wetland  iapacts,  Ecology 
recooaends  preparation  of  a aitigatlon  plan  which  Includes 
Inforsatlon  on:  the  goals  and  objectives,  construction  details 
(Including  schedule),  the  hydrologic  reglae.  revegetatlon  plans, 
■onltorlng  plan,  contingency  plans,  buffers,  the  cstlaaced  cost!  and 
bonding  The  goal  of  cospensatory  alclgatlon  should  be  to  replace 
Che  wetland  functions  and  values  that  will  be  destroyed  In  the  ease 
of  sevcrtl/  degraded  .a. lands,  however,  we  recoutcr.d  that  lacioved 
quality  be  an  objective. 


SAII-6  6 


Based  upon  recent  findings.  Ecology  recouends  the  following  acreage 
replaceisenc  ratios  as  tuldance  in  deteralnlng  alnlaua  acreage 
replaceaent  Cor  unavoidable  losses; 

3.0  : 1 for  forested  wetlands, 

20:1  for  scrub-shrub  wetlands, 

15:1  for  caergenc  aarsh 

(NOTE;  These  ratios  are  recoaaended  for  calculating  the  area  of 
wetlands  to  bo  created  The  area  should  be  doubled  for  enhaneeaenc 
of  an  e.lstlng  wetland  ) 


Thitt  IBttffl  ihOliltf  bl  vieved  as  tenoral  euldellnes  that  aav  ba 

Mlwittd  Jithtr  Pf  downward!  based  upon  consideration  of  two 

1)  the  IlktllhPOd  of  successful  reolace»ent  of  lost  wetland 
LulClUni.  >ntf  2)  Iht  tlw  Igg  bttvnn  thl  loss  of  wetland  function, 

and  their  reolaceaent 


7.  If  an  individual  section  <i04  peralt  (or  peralts)  Is  required  by  the 
Coros  of  Engineers.  Ecology  will  provide  further  review  at  that  tlae 

0 AS  noted  in  the  DEIS,  a water  right  peralt  Is  required  for 

hydrostatic  testing.  Also,  water  obtained  froa  the  City  of  LaCrosse 
should  not  cause  the  Clcy’s  total  annual  or  instantaneous  use  to 
exceed  the  aaount  authorised  by  existing  water  rights. 


SAll-7 


SAll  5 


See  lesponse  lo  Commenl  SAll-4. 


Thank  you  for  this  guidance.  The  suff  believes  that  Chapter  4E  and  Appendi*  C-3  adequately 
address  impaci  on  wetland  areas. 


SAIl-7  Thank  you  for  ihis  information. 
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If  you  have  any  queatlona,  please  call  on  Coanancs  1 and  2,  plaaaa  call 
Kt  Deborah  Cornecc  In  our  Eascern  Regional  Office  ac  (509)  <>56'2a77. 

For  quaaclons  on  Couence  3-7,  please  call  Ha  Ann  Reasberg  In  our 
Waclanda  Section  at  (206)  693-9260.  For  quaaelona  on  Couenc  B.  please 
call  Hr.  George  Faraer  in  our  Eastern  Regional  Office  ac  (S09)  6S6-6163. 

Sincerely, 

K Vernlce  Santee 
Envlronaencal  Review  Section 


cc:  Deborah  Cornett,  ERO 
Ted  Haalln,  ERO 
Ann  Rcaabeeg,  Wetlands 
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RECEIVED  BY 

Hr  Hark  C.  Kalpln 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coculaaion  UAD  t 1 

Envlronaental  Ce.pUanc.  Branch.  OPPR 

l,v»NMhC.ll»«*)milCI 

* MUuaiKEKH 

Dear  Hr  Kalpln 

We  sent  you  a letter  on  February  28.  1991.  regarding  Che  draft 

'rhij:  ;«,;;;“rcM:;::"‘,rr 

the  WA  State  Dept,  of  Transportation.  * 


SAIl-8 


The  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  crosses  Eastern  Washington  through 
portions  of  WA  State  Dept,  of  Transportation's  Districts  S and  6 *Tho 
project  .ay  l.pact  transportation  facilities  such  as  state  highway., 
county  roadways,  railroads,  waterways,  etc.,  and  would  require 
JurlsdlcUon  Md/or  per.lts  fro.  the  agencies  having 


‘n  District  5 (SR-12  and 

SR-12<.  In  Walla  Walla  County,  and  SR-261  in  Coluisbla  County),  and  one 
«!r*  k?T  ‘ In  Whlt..n  County).  Utllltle.  cros.lng 

state  highways  can  be  by  boring  only;  no  open  cutting  la  allowed  Also 
a utility  per.lt  la  required  before  a utility  can  be  legally  cross  a 
f"*^**^  »peclflea  crossing  location,  per.ltted  use. 
liability,  construction  requlre.ents.  etc.  Application  for  a utility 
per.lt  should  be  asde  through  each  district's  Utilities  Engineer 

locfl  ****  «lth  other  state,  federal,  and 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Hr.  Bernle  Chaplin.  UA  State  Dept 
of  Transportation  at  (206)  753-6005  ^ 


Sincerely, 

H Vernlce  Santee 
Envlroiwental  Review  Section 


NVS. 91-288 

cc:  Bernle  Chaplin,  WSDOT 


<C‘  • 


SAll-g 


Thank  you  for  this  infornulion. 


SA^3 
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STATC  OF  WYOMING 
OMice  01  in(  cowiMMoa 
CHfVCNNt  02002 


March  I,  1991 


Ms.  Lois  Casbcll.  Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  CoramissioD 

825  North  Capilol  Sircel,  N.E. 

Washington.  DC  20429 

Dear  My.  Casbell: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Siaicincni  for  ihe  PCT/PCE  and  Aliamoni  Natural 
Gas  Pipeline  Projects  has  been  reviewed  by  the  stale  agencies.  Copies  of  the  individual 
comment  letters  on  the  Draft  EIS  are  forwarded  herewith  for  Inclusion  in  the  record.  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  for  review  and  comment  by  this  office  and  the 
stale  agencies. 

It  Is  imponant  to  first  explain  the  review  process  that  I have  established  for  the 
review  of  documents  of  this  nature.  The  documents  are  circulated  to  all  state  agencies  that 
may  have  statutory  authority  over  any  aspects  of  the  proposed  project  or  that  may  be 
impacted  by  any  of  the  proposed  activities.  The  agencies  prepare  their  review  comments 
and  forward  them  to  my  ofHce.  This  allows  the  comments  of  all  of  the  agencies  to  be 
forwarded  as  a single  submittal  to  Ihe  lead  federal  agency,  which  in  this  case  is  the  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission. 

This  process  also  provides  the  ability  to  resolve  conflicts  that  may  arise  between 
positions  or  recommendations  of  slate  agencies,  if  conflicting  recommendations  are 
submitted,  I then  review  the  issues  on  both  sides  and  establish  the  ofTicial  state  position. 

With  all  of  this  having  been  said.  I will  note  that  there  arc  no  positions  of  conflict 
or  apparent  conflicl  between  any  of  the  state  agency  positions.  The  agency  reviews  are 
detailed,  thorough  and  thoughtful.  The  comments  are  intended  to  help  develop  a complete 
and  accurate  Final  EIS  and,  where  appropriate,  help  establish  appropriate  mitigation 
measures.  I would  request  your  careful  review  and  consideration  of  these  comments. 


L 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell 
March  I.  1991 
Page  Two 


-11  .s  min.,  K.,  b...  fo.uXr°hi.  ■"emin".  « 


I h...  ihc  milnning  ,p«mc  comm.nci  and  iwomm.ndallori  lo  olT.n 


bu.n  Ja,  i;dT„vt„r.;.r  r 

pipeline  across  this  area  will  have  some  »«««...  *"*'  of  the 


SA12-I 


SAI2-2 


m.,...uo./„..g.,.„.„  r.  iTn'iZ"  z ':,  :s 

f«LrnTrnm;:[i;!::: 

provide  me  iih  assu^nrriS  .™^^  '*’* 

«m  ..  b.  in  ,b.  bell  imemsi  „r  all  panles  cnncrnml  in.lndin*  lb.  pnbll  ” 


Sboshon.  Tribes  will  b«*invbed"In*nan"*  /'**"**'"“•'''**  ®l  ••«  Nonhem  Arapahoe  and 
tl.e  Tribal  inroKerenUn  Ibl'  a™'  ^ "■  "" 


SAI2-4 


resnil  I,  .nllt^rrvtt  or'pHd'T  ""f  " """"  ™"»"i  «»  > 

agencies  such  as  the  Division  of  p"!**  '8®*'®***-  I encourage  BLM  lo  work  with  slate 
P-eiervallnn  Om.?  dn‘;':;'°:.“Lal  eZ  1^  riT;""  ""  *'■" 
minimiae  diimpiioni  andLpacli  in  ih^s  area. 


SAI2-I  Aliamoni’s  Ccniiruclipn  and  Ritaliiliiailoii  plan  MP  lll.o  lo  mp  lan  « b..  i — i.,i„a-.  ■■ 
the  FElS  as  Appendix  fi-S. 


SAI2-2  Thank  you  for  your  interest. 


SA 12-3  As  pan  of  our  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  we  would 
assure  that  interested  Indian  Tribes  were  invited  to  panicipaie  in  the  surveys.  Altamoni's 
cultural  resources  consultant  is  currently  consulting  with  the  Nonhem  Arapahoe. 


SAI2-4  As  the  lead  Federal  agency  wilh  jutisdiclion  over  Ihe  imdenakmg,  we  aniicipale  working  closely 
with  Ihc  appiopnalc  Federal  agencies  and  SHPOs.  We  agree  dial  coopeiaiion  beiweeii  ihe  BLM 
and  appropriaic  state  agencies  should  be  encouraged. 


SA-45 


Mt.  Uls  Ctshcll 
Mirth  I.  1991 
Pige  Thrc« 


SAi2  S I *■  AJiimoni  has  indicated  that  they  will  take  measures  to  prevent  the  rlghl-or-way 

from  being  used  as  a roadway.  I highly  encourage  all  acliviiies  lo  this  dirociioo  because 
I uncontrolled  vehicle  use.  especially  in  the  South  Pass  area,  could  become  a problem. 

5.  The  Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  had  many  comments.  Some  relate  lo  Incorrect  or 
incomplete  data.  Several  comments  are  items  that  should  be  considered  for  mitigation 
activities. 


SA12-6 
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d.  Righl-of-way  and  access  across  stale  trust  lands  are  administered  by  the  Wyoming 
Stale  Land  OfTice.  AJiamont  is  encouraged  lo  contact  that  office  as  soon  as  the  detailed 
rights-of-way  are  established  so  that  there  will  be  adequate  time  to  consider  and  process 
the  right-of-way  applications. 


7.  The  Public  Service  Commission  has  raised  comments  to  issues  such  as  cathodic 
protection  and  casing  of  some  crossings.  These  are  public  safety  Issues  which  need 
attention. 


SAI2-9 


8.  The  Allamoni  project  will  cause  impact  on  the  South  Pass  area.  The  Impacts  on 
the  area  would  be  minimized  by  utilizing  the  Route  28  Variation  as  discussed  in  the 
February  25,  1991  letter  of  the  Division  of  Parks  and  Cultural  Resources.  The  physical 
impacts  could  be  significantly,  if  not  fully,  mitigated  by  an  aggressive  and  successful 
reclamation  and  revegciaiion  program.  The  other  impacts  are  not  as  easily  mitigated.  This 
area  is  a special  and  unique  historical  and  cultural  area.  It  has  been  shaped  by  and 
maintains  the  unique  cultural  history  of  activities  ranging  from  the  earliest  use  by  Native 
American  populations  to  the  significant  experience  of  the  westward  expansion  of  the  ISOU's. 
Even  the  mining  activities,  both  past  and  present,  add  lo  the  uniqueness  of  this  area.  The 
pipeline  will  to  some  degree  affect  the  uniqueness  of  this  special  area. 


I am  unaware  of  any  mitigation  which  has  been  proposed  lo  address  this  impact  lo 
the  historical  and  cultural  significance  of  the  South  Pass  area.  Mitigation  of  these  impacts 
is  an  element  that  must  be  considered.  I recommend  that  specific  steps  be  taken  lo  directly 
mitigate  the  values  being  impacted.  To  offset  this  impact,  1 recommend  that  Allamoni  be 
required  lo  provide  Inlerprelive  services  and  facilities  at  an  appropriate  location  or 
locations  lo  re-emphasize  the  historical  and  cultural  significance.  Appropriate  mitigation 
could  be  identified  through  meetings  with  representatives  of  Allamoni,  the  Northern 
Arapahoe  and  Shoshone  Tribes,  Fremont  County,  the  Division  of  Parks  & Cultural 
Resources,  the  lead  federal  agency  and  my  office.  This  certainly  could  be  accomplished  in 
a manner  that  should  not  delay  the  Pinal  EIS.  I do  believe,  however,  that  this  impact  is 
real  and  that  a commitment  should  be  provided  by  Allamoni  to  pursue  this  mitigation. 
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SA12-S  Thank  you  for  your  support. 


SA12-6 


Please  see 
(SA1S-). 


our  responses  to  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  commenis 


SAI2-7  We  will  pass  this  information  on  lo  Allamoni. 


Please  see  our  responses  to  the  Wyoming  Public  Service  Commission  comments  (SA20-). 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Our  DEIS  recommendation  resulted  in  Altamonfs  realignment 
at  (his  location.  (See  letter  from  Wyoming  Governor’s  Office  dated  March  13,  1991.)  Wc  fee 
confident  tlwt  Aiiamont'i  Construction  and  Rehabilitation  Plan  MP  Sll  0 m MP  5SQ  8 as 
refined  during  the  BLM'i  plan  of  Development  process,  would  result  in  an  aggressive  and 
successful  reclamation  and  revegeiation  program. 


Comment  noirt.  Impact  mitigation  for  features  of  historical  and  cultural  significance  would  be 
developed  during  the  Section  106  compliance  process.  See  new  recommendation  in  Chapter  6. 


Ms.  Uis  Cishcli 
March  I,  1991 
Page  Four 


Again,  thank  you  for  the  oppodunily  to  comment  on  this  DraO  EIS.  My  siafT  has 
worked  closely  with  representatives  of  Altamont.  BLM.your  staff,  as  well  as  members  of  the 
concerned  public  to  idenliiy  and  review  all  areas  of  concern.  These  comments  are  offered 
in  the  spirit  of  that  cooperative  review  to  ensure  that  complete  information  is  available 
upon  which  to  make  your  Tinal  decision.  If  you  have  any  questions  on  any  of  the  above 
comments  or  enclosed  information,  please  feel  free  to  contact  my  office. 

Wiih  best  regards.  I am 


Very  truly  yours. 

Mike  Sullivan 


Enclosures 

CC!  ' Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauler.  Jr.,  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
Mr.  Jim  Roseberry,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Slate  Review  Agencies 
Wyoming  Congressional  Delegation 
Jerry  van  der  Linden 
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MIKt  SULLIVAN 
COVEANOR 


STATE  Of  WYOMING 
OEFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
CHEYENNE  82002 


March  13,  1991 


6V 


ML!' 


1 6 


Larry  Sauter 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
82S  N.  Capitol  St.  NE 
Washington,  O.C.  20426 


Dear  Larry: 


SAI2-11 


This  letter  Is  to  confirm  our  telephone  conversation  of  today 
regarding  the  State  of  Wyoming's  comment  letter  of  March  1 on  the 
Altamont  Pipeline  EIS.  There  apparently  exists  some  confusion  over 
Item  8 on  page  three  of  that  letter.  The  alignment  referred  to  in 
this  paragraph  Is  displayed  as  mao  51  of  59  in  the  route 
realignment  maps  dated  October  15,  1990  supplied  by  Altamont  Gas 
Transmission  Company.  This  alignment  should  not  be  confused  with 
the  Route  28  Variation  displayed  as  map  14  of  14  in  the  package  of 
maps  accompanying  the  Draft  EIS.  I hope  that  this  clarification  is 
helpful . 


SA12-I1 


Thank  you  for  Ihis  clahftcaiioi 
rcalt|nmen(,  which  salisrics  oui 


Sincerely, 

Rod  S.  Miller 

Federal  Land  Planning  Coordinator 

cc:  John  Keck,  Wyoming  Dept,  of  Commerce 
Jerry  van  der  Linden,  Altamont 
Jim  Roseberry,  8121  Worland  Dist. 

Tom  Marceau,  SHPO 


I.  Map  51  of  59  prcscnis  Allamom's  'Coniinental  Divide' 
DEIS  recommcndalion  67. 


DIVISJON  OF  PARKS 
& CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


W^omine 

lUJ  Deputmeni  o(  Commerce 

Ch*mrm  Wyomtf>(  UOOHUM) 


Mr  Daniel  Perdue 
Slate  Planning  Coordinaor 
Herscnier  Building,  4th  Floor  East 
Cheyenne.  WY  62002 


lUR  o«  sm 


, \ O'!' 


RE  ANamonl  Pipeline.  Oran  DEIS  SHPO»  OSeSFRCOSS 


Dear  Mr  Perdue 


I OEIS  Ttl«  aocumomaion  meals  Ihe 

« ^ “in  »»'“'=  Pieservalkjn  |«FH44716. 

I 42)  The  report  meets  the  standards  established  for  this  project 


SA13-2 


Im  'Ol'cemi'ig  Uw  Aamin.sliaUvo  Review  Oiall 

and  H^ioric  Properties  Identirication  Ptan  and  Management  Plan  remain  valid  and  are 
IS  Dpfs^rt  ^ comments  have  not  been  renected  in 

comments  " '***“**'®‘'  •''«y  formally  lorvrarded  with  the  following  additional 


SAia-1 

SAI3-2 


informative  i.  Properties  Ideniificaiion  Plan  and  Management  Plan  is 

NHRpTuIeimJ"  aS  >6  <=«««*•»  «*■'’»  procedures  in 

Ideally,  tlw  regional  organization  lor  these  contexts  will  generally 
coincidB  lor  prehistoric  and  historic  periods  and  be  cross-retarenced  to 
counties 

con,.„L  ,n  NRH%*SSr,s''S;iLM  mi.S'"' 

Of  particular  imponarrce  are  the  specific  requirements  lor  evaluating 

historic  sites  cooiained  in  BLM  8143  F The  procedures  for 

accomplishing  these  requirements  must  be  coordinated  and  reviewed 
before  the  Class  III  survey  plan  is  finalized. 
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(Wyoming  Stale  Hisloric  Preservation  Omcel 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Thank  you  for  these  comments.  On  March  II,  1991,  wc  forwarded  a revised  Pre-inventorv 
Bcoon  and  Historic  Properties  Ideniificaiion  Plan  and  Management  Plan  to  your  office  for 
review  and  comment.  If  your  comments  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  revised 
Plan,  the  comment  period  for  the  document  will  allow  for  iniegralion  of  any  further  concerns 
that  you  might  have. 


Daniel  Peidue 
Thomas  E Maiceau 
Ma/ch  4.  i99t 
Page  2 


3 ir  delays  disputes  and  disagreements  on  evaluations  are  to  be  fBduc.vi 

• Review  and  comments  on  dfa«  histone  conieirts, 

• Review  of  the  Class  i inventory,  and 

• Review  of  comments  on  the  Draft  CRMP 

'**.1'  .'f  P'OiM  control  number  »0e89FRC055  on  any  future  coriesoondenr* 
dealing  wiih  this  project  It  you  have  any  questions,  contact  Ted  Dunn  ai  777-6694  ^ 


Sincerely, 

'Ixju-io  ^ 

Thomas  E Marceau 
Deputy  SMPO 

FOR 

Dave  Kaihka.  Pn  0 

Stale  Hislonc  Preservation  Officer 

TEM  TJO  rw 

Copies  John  Keck 
FERC 
BLM  WY 
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SA13-3  The  need  for  a meeling  will  be  evniuaied  when  nil  panies  have  had  an  oppnttunilv  lo  review 
the  revised  Plan. 


Departmentt^iimme 


January  2S.  I9»i 

ua  Laur ■#  8aroa 
Staff  ArcfiaaoioQiat 
fERC 

82$  Nnrtn  Capital  Siraal.  n E. 
■asriington,  D C.  20428 


RE  Aitanont  Pipaiina. 
Oaar  ua  8aroa: 


SHPO  aOeaSFRCOSS 


oi.!  ! Favia»aa  iha  auPiaci  •Historic  Propartiaa 

Had  *■«  Plan*  for  tns  propoaad  Altaaunt  pipalina 

■ou  ka  to  offer  tha  folloaing  comaanla  concarning  iha  CRMP. 

On  p>gg  5,  IP.  ,c,on,ii  tor  thi  Nitionil  Hliloric  Pr...rvat Ion  Act  la 

lloMrpiaMr"I>!“  *’  ">  >»•  Nillonal  Aaglilar  or 

none  riacaa.  Ttia  correct  acronya  la  *nhpa*. 


On  page  94.  tha  CRUP  slataa  that 
• loer  Inventory  corrioor  ■ill  be  ai 
It  an  add  1 1 Iona  I 'buffer*  tone  of 
ciliary  facility  construction  area: 
ser lance  that  doing  ao  reduces  the 
It  by  construction  operators. 

tatea  that 


becoAes  i 


On  I 


I for  I 


101-102.  the  lei 
response  to  the  discovery  o 
iciivMiea.  36CFfleoo.2(el 
* included  In,  or  el Igibi 
feel  that  construction  ahou 


• Ing  , 


••here  aore  construction  area  la  needed, 
rveyed.*  ve  reconmand  that  FERC  Insure 

1 least  100"  Is  aurveyed  around  all 

and  equipment  staging  areas.  It  Is  our 
likelihood  of  accidental  site  encrosch- 

■All  tasting  «iii  be  conducted  after  oral 
ite  federal  and  state  agencies*  He 

2 be  conducted  by  the  archeological 
lid  operatlona.  Agency  consultation 

If  testing  effort  eicaede  the  sicavalion 
I aituationa  ahere  Intensive  testing 


states  that  construction  elli  be  suspended 
hlaioriG  properties  during  construction 
•fines  an  historic  property  as  any  site 
for  Inclusion  in.  the  National  Register*  i 
J be  suspended  until  sH^  cultural  resources 
>n  operations  can  be  properly  evaluated  for 


SAI3-4  Sec  response  to  SAI3-2. 


tlD  'hlat' MaifielJ 
throw,  thpiuimv 
al  Canvtiuu 


STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICE 

Ills  Cany  A.nii« 

Cheymnt  Wywntns  l2Qp}0240 

()07)Tn.7*97 

FAXl)01|6»-274a 
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Lauri*  Bare* 
Thoaai  C Uarcaau 
January  2S.  IBBI 
Pag#  2 


Piaas*  rafar  to  SHPO  projaet  conir 
corrasDondanca  aaaiing  alth  inia 
Ur  Cnapfflart  at  777-6S30. 


contact  frad  Chapman  at  (307)  777-6S30 

rei  numbar  aOBBOFRCOSS  on  any  futura 
project.  If  you  have  any  quasi  Iona  co 


xc/c^ 


Thomas  E uarcaau 
Deputy  SHPO 


FOR: 

Dave  Kathka.  PhD. 

State  Historic  Prasarvaiion  Officer 


TEU  FRC:klm 
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(Wyoming  Division  of  Parks| 


l>l\  l>lli\  (If  |-\KK> 

< L L 1 L K \L  KL"*  *L  Ki  L^ 


n0$ipt, 


BECEWED  bv 


,m»r 


February  25.  1991 


Dan  Perdue 

Slate  Planning  Coordinator 
Herschler  Building,  4ih  Floor  East 
Cheyenne.  Wy.  82002 

Dear  Ml.  PeiQUC: 


^jve  reviews)  ihe  Aiumonl  Pipeline.  Dteh  EIS.  end  hive  die  rollowint  commenu  lo  ofrer. 
The  concerns  raised  in  the  memorandum  sent  to  Rod  Miller,  dated  December  12,  1991  still 
exist^  The  discussion  of  the  alternatives  does  not  allow  for  a clear  reading  of  the  problems  and 
benefits  associated  with  each  opuon.  In  view  of  these  perceived  problems  I offer  these 

Ihmiohlt 


The  lack  of  supporting  documentation  on  cou  estimates  for  the  proposed  routes  inhibits 
the  ability  to  clearly  understand  the  difficulues  associated  with  the  various  routes  selected 
for  consideration.  It  would  be  beneficial  to  provide  the  state  actual  cost  data  and  analysis 
of  costs  for  each  option.  This  would  provide  a better  understanding  of  proposed  routes. 


SAI4*3 


■n»e  proposed  route  through  the  South  Pass  Area  will  serve  to  disturb  the  historical 
intcgniy  if  completed  as  planned.  Much  of  the  area  is  in  pristine  condition,  highly 
sensitive  to  use  or  development.  Selection  of  another  route  would  be  the  optimum 
manner  to  preserve  and  protect  the  South  Pass  Area.  Given  cost  factors  and  other 
considerauons.  1 would  recommend  that  at  a minimum,  the  project  through  the  South 
ass  area  utilize  the  Route  28  Variation.  This  would  bring  the  corridor  closer  to  South 
P«s.  but  in  an  already  disturbed  area.  The  historical  iniegriiy  of  this  corridor  is  lost 
while  the  preferred  route  is  still  in  a relatively  pristine  conditions. 

I further  recommend  that  the  Slate  of  Wyoming  should  have  primary  input  in  selection 
of  the  basic  trail  corridor  through  the  area  to  assure  minimum  disruption  of  the  remaining 
visual  characteristics  of  the  area.  The  project  would  have  prime  authority  regarding 
sclecuon  of  the  corridor  based  on  engineering  constrainis.  The  sute's  role  would  be  to 
assure  adequate  proiecuon  and  consideration  for  the  resources  in  the 


ftO  'Ntu'  KUttirU 


SA14-I  Additional  cost  information  has  been  included  in  ihe  FEIS.  Please  see  revised  Table  2-10. 


SAI4-2  We  assume  that  the  inient  of  this  comment  is  to  suppon  the  use  of  Alumoni's  proposed 
'Continental  Divide*  realignment  over  the  route  originally  proposed  (as  referenced  in  the  letter 
from  the  Wyoming  Governor's  Office  dated  March  13.  1991).  As  discussed  in  the  DEIS,  the 
Route  28  Variation  would  not  mitigate  the  impact  of  the  project  through  the  South  Pass  area, 
as  it  rejoins  the  proposed  route  near  MP  529.  The  DEIS  conclusions  regarding  use  of  the  Rouie 
28  Variation  have  been  retained  in  the  FEIS. 


$AI4-3  Comment  noted.  Altamoni  has  indicated  its  willingness  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of 
Wyoming. 


SA-53 


SA14-4 


Conuiienc  wiih  ihis  concern.  I would  Jdvocaie  locaiion  of  ihc  pipeline  on  (he  nonhern 
pomon  of  Highway  28.  along  (he  Rouie  28  Vanadon  Locaiion  of  (he  pipeline  in  (his 
area  would  serve  (o  fonher  negate  visual  impac($  (o  the  hisiohc  (rail  corridor,  Eatremc 
care  must  be  taken  in  areas  which  directly  impact  the  Oregon  Trail, 


SAI4-S 


3.  As  recommended  by  the  Stale  Hisionc  Preservation  Office,  I would  also  support  ihe 
development  of  histoneal  contexts  for  the  area  impacted  by  pipeline  construction  The 
development  of  hisioncaJ  context  will  benefit  the  assessment  of  historic  trail  impacts  and 
provide  a vehicle  for  future  project  analysis  in  the  area. 


SA14-6  j 4.  Regardless  of  the  route  selected,  it  is  imperative  that  every  effon  be  made  to  restore 
I the  pipeline  route  to  its  original  condition.  Any  disturbance  must  be  minimiizcd  to  retain 
I as  much  of  the  natural  character  of  the  route  selected  as  possible. 


If  you  have  any  quesuons  regarding  this  document,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  777-6318. 


Sincerely. 

fjuL 

Management  Officer 
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SA14-4 

See  response  to  Comment  SA14-2  above.  The  proposed  route  is  on  the  northern  side  of 
Highway  28  between  approximate  MPs  S29  and  S38.S. 

SAi4  S 

On  March  11,  1991,  we  forwarded  a revised  Pre-Inveniorv  Renort  and  Hisionr 
Identification  Plan  and  Management  Plan  to  the  SHPO  and  other  appropriate  agencies  for  review 
and  comment.  If  not  already  addressed  in  this  revised  Plan,  the  comment  period  for  this 
document  will  allow  for  integration  of  any  further  concerns  expressed  by  the  SHPO. 

SAI4-6 

We  agree  that  disturbance  should  be  minimized.  Please  see  Altamonfs  proposed  Conumcuon 
ind  Rehabilitation  Plan  MP  Sll.O  to  MP  540.8  reprinted  as  Appendix  B-S  in  the  PEIS.  Also 
see  related  discussions  in  FEIS  Chapters  4B  and  4L. 

■WOMIMC 


received  by 

HU)  I I "V 


Department  of  Environmental  Quality 


Hectchler  euilO.no  » 1 22  We»>  2Sih  Sit— i » Cheyenne  Wyoming  62002 


.30JI  777  7M7  .J07j  777  7*3»l  (3071777  77»*  ***.'»7*77r77SJt  ‘tj*;*'' 

rA;i»7.7M;;3 


HiMBAnxn 


SAIS-I 


procedures  wlU  effeetlvllv  ^ ^ ^ peraltting  requlreaents  and  altlgatlve 

levels  in  ,ost  inst^  to  Insignificant 


»'  "»"■  Freek  and  Willow  Creek 

“io“?ie “:oa“p7„.Y„‘tr:i“=“ 
oVit-wrir 


S".Mn8'nt«'”.nd‘",„p'lu'’;w'.'  eoedool  a.dl.ent  .1  t,. 

probably  be  done  at  thla  ataee^'i  " Fhla  teatlng  ahould 

le.lln,  pwbMa^^  1*  n’V'p're*''  f™;'"  P-d  the  reaoU.  of  tb. 

potentially  t>e  released  in  t/s  < study  shows  that  aercury  exists  or  can 

Included.  ''•!«««'  in  toxic  a.ounts,  appropriate  altlg.tloo  should  also  be 

'S  ‘T"" 

^.r  -~t£r‘r 
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(Wyoming  Depadmeni  of  Envlrunnieniul  Quality| 


Thank  you  for  ihis  informaiion.  We  agree  w.ih  your  analysis  of  ihc  issue,  and  believe  thai  our 
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SA15-1  ■Icrograna/L  which  Is  the  current  standard  applied  to  all  Class  II  streau.  If 
(com.)  Altanont  cannot  cone  up  with  a way  to  achieve  this,  we  could  not  certify  the 
construction  and  the  UOO  pervlt  could  not  be  Issued.  Hater  quality  would  be 
protected,  however,  I doubt  that  this  would  be  acceptable  to  the  applicant. 

Since  It  Is  ulttutely  Altaaont's  responsibility  to  develop  the  sltlgatlon  plan 
and  deaonstrate  caapllance  with  the  state  water  quality  standards,  it  Is  better 
that  they  do  It  now  rather  than  later  and  risk  the  chance  of  construction  being 
suspended. 

It  nay  be  prudent  to  require  that  the  crossings  of  these  segaents  are  done  totally 
*tn  the  dry”  as  Is  prescribed  for  the  crossings  of  significant  coldwater  and 
warawater  fisheries.  This  nethod  would  greatly  reduce  the  risk  of  discharging 
sedloent  during  construction.  It  Is  still  uncertain  whether  even  this  will 
ellBlnate  the  risk  of  exceeding  the  standard  for  aercury  and  It  requires  further 
Investigation  and  discussion. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  coaaent. 


aian  Edwards 
February  IS.  1991 
Page  2 


V/YOMING 

Game  And  Fish  Depaatment 


H 


F«bruaiy  20,  1991 


EIS  5791 

Paderal  Regulatory 

CantLission 

WI/PC4E  and  Altamont  Natural 
Gas  Pipeline  Projects 
Draft  Drvironnental  Assesarent 
Lincoln  county 


Rod  S.  Miller 

Federal  Lands  Planning  Coordinator 
state  Planning  coordinator's  Office 
Hersc#aer  Boilding,  ath  Floor  East 
Qwyenne,  WY  82002 

Dear  Mr.  Killer: 

c»n«  and  Fish  tepartnent  his  reviewed  Che 
clV  Irpsct  statement  for  the  PET/fClE  and  AJtajrait  Natural 
ahslde£>tion.  “*  feUouind  comments  for  your 

lerrestrlal  Os^ideratianp. 

“P^tKe  a JO-lnch  diameter 
uiterstate  natural  gas  pipeline  transmission  system  Kith  design  capacity  to 
transport  719  MMcf/d  of  natural  gas.  The  pi^line  would  eSJSl  for  «20 
comer  of  Wycmng  f»ar  Opal.  s^Aiuiwesc 


Altao'.St^ui?'/^  habitat  information  provided  for  wildlife  along  the 
AXtamont  route  are  quite  general,  with  no  specifics  on  the  relative 
'^r’ossed  to  the  associated  wlldlifj 
^ differentiate  tetween  yearlong  ranges  ard 

Jf  these  habitats  into  ca?S- 

^ ^ seasonal  are 


(Wyoming  Game  and  Fi&h  Dcpailment) 


SAI6*I  This  informaiion  is  ideniified  and  diffcrentiaied  m DEIS  Tables  3E-7  and  4E-14. 
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SAI6-2 


Kr.  tod  s.  KiLlar 
Psbruuy  20.  1991 
Pagt  2 - CIS  5751 


■me  DEIS  disregarts  U>e  forage  and  cxver  values  of  shrubs  such  as 

sagebrush,  bitterbrush.  greasewrod,  rabbitbrush,  and  saltbush.  These  values 
were  attributed  only  to  riparian  shrub  habitats  (Page  4E-  62)  me  dociaient 
defines  impacts  to  biological  resources  as  long  term  if  the  resource  does 
TOC  Trover  fran  the  urpact  within  three  years  (Page  4E-1)  Upland  shrubs 
treated  with  brush  beaters  would  probably  reoover  within  three  years  but 
any  shri^s  reined  by  blading  or  trenching  will  not  recover  within  ^ee 
mese  losses  should  be  orosidered  long  tern  in  the  CCIS. 

Impacts  were  defined  as  significant  if  any  one  of  four  criteria  were 
met.  One  of  the  criteria  was  tenporary  loss  of  habitat  that  may  result  in 
iror^ed  Bortality  or  Icwered  reproductive  success  (4E-2).  since  upland 
Shrubs  will  be  ugMcted  by  this  project,  and  many  of  those  provide  iitportant 
forage  and  cover  for  many  wildlife  species,  these  long-term  iitpacts  will 
have  soee  degree  of  significance.  Hew  much  crucial  habitat  for  big  game 
will  ^ i^cted.  all  urpacts  to  upland  game  and  big  game  habitat  were 
in  the  zero  acreage  figures  in 
Tables  5-3  ^ 6-3.  mere  is  zero  impact  only  after  crucial  habitat  is 
restored.  «ule  upacts  nay  not  be  significant,  they  are  not  nenexistent. 

“k*?  O'  distli«ic«  c^cial 

habitat  and  other  habitat  types.  The  only  place  crucial  habitat  is 
mentioned  is  under  the  species  discussions  in  the  Inpact  anl  Mitigation 

^1?*®  ^ ^ “f®'  "d  discLsion 

should  include  crucial  habitat,  not  just  winter  rarge. 

Wildlife  information  provided  for  the  South  Pass  Variations  is  even  less 
ooiplete  than  that  for  the  preferred  route. 


feqe  3E-36.  37 

Jeffrey  City  Variation  "would  not  affect  any 
federally  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  species",  mat  is  not  really 
true.  Given  the  nature  of  raptor  nests  and  the  low  priority  assigned  to 
searching  for  new  nests,  it  is  liJcely  that  nests  of  candidate  species,  like 
ferruginojs  and  S«insor's  hawks,  could  be  affected  by  this  project. 


SAI6-6 


me  Jeffrey  City  Variation  would  cross  nesting/brooding  complexes 

518-519.  527-531. 

h^h.S?'  5.M-557)  for  a total  of  aff.roxijMtely  15  miles  of  crucial 

corplexBs  wuld  also  be  affected  by  the  Alkali  Butte 
or  Northern  utilities  routes.  Construction  in  these  areas  should  be  done 

‘ "‘O'  "“"‘■"al 

grouse  lek  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Pioneer/Exxon 
^ht-^-way  in  SWl/4  SEl/4  Sec.  29,  T26N.  R95H.  would  apparently  be 
destroyed  by  the  proposed  Stratton  Lakes  CCnpressor  Station. 


SA-58 


SA16-2  While  these  losses  may  be  •long-lertn*,  they  were  determined  to  be  not  significant  ihe 

amount  of  sagebrush-steppe  habiUt  disturbed  would  be  minimal  when  compared  to  the  amount 
of  forging  habitat  avail^le. 


SAi6-3  See  response  to  Comment  SA 16-2  above. 


SA16-4  See  response  to  Comment  SA16-1  above. 


SA16-S  Comment  noted.  See  our  revised  Chapter  3E. 


SAt6-6 


Comment  noted.  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


Kr.  ited  s. 

Februuy  20,  1991 
3 - EI5  S7S1 


ElTvironPcntAl  Carseojeroea 


SAI6-7 


ITie  DEIS  Incorrectly  concludes  that  Inpacts  to  important  wildlife 
^Kcies  and  habitats  along  these  alternative  routes  would  not  be  signifi- 
cant. These  conclusions  are  based  on  inpacts  on  an  entire  species,  rather 
than  popilations.  Me  nanage  pcpulations  and  e)pect  uipacts  to  be  evaluated 
on  a popilation  basis.  For  big  game,  this  would  be  varicuB  herd  units. 
The  ceis  should  provide  these  evaluaticra. 


gycmsiQC  mn  BnrreegimiTlONS 

SAl6-e  t^ta  presented  in  the  DOS  cannot  be  used  to  conpare  wildlife  inpacts 
of  the  rtute  variatlcns.  Each  alterative  raeds  to  be  subjected  to  the  sane 
scrutiny  as  the  proposed  action.  Such  itoas  as  acres  of  cnicial  big  game 
habitat  and  numbers  and  locations  of  raptor  nests  impacted  need  to  be 
evaluated  for  each  alternative,  and  mitigation  measures,  where  necessary, 
need  to  be  discussed.  The  reros  in  Tables  5-3  and  6-3  are  of  no  use  for 
this  conparison.  It  appears  the  various  alternative  routes  were  proposed 
primarily  to  address  CMltural/historical  concerro.  Several  wildlife  species 
of  concern  were  ignored  in  the  variations,  and  possible  impacts  were 
not  discussed.  While  these  night  not  be  significant,  they  should  be 
discussed  in  detail,  impacts  to  riparian  areas  were  not  identified  and 

SAI6-9  itemized  for  each  variation  as  they  were  for  the  proposed  action.  These 
aaissions  prevent  prtper  ocnsicteraticr  of  tte  alternatives. 


SAI6-I0 


Proposed  mitigation  measures  are  inadequate.  The  nPT«;  cvclisies  there 
will  be  no  significant  iapact  to  big  game  or  upland  game  bird  habitat  so 
there  is  no  mitigation  for  crucial  habitat  Iceses.  In  additicn,  there  is  to 
mention  of  seasonal  restrictions  for  construction  activities  to  protect 
wintering  big  game  during  severe  winters. 


SAI6-1I 


In  Franont  Ownty,  the  AlJtali  Butte  variation  will  have  the  least  irpact 
to  wildlife  habitat.  Hcwever,  eacti  variatioi  needs  to  be  coipared  fran  lost 
Cabin  to  Opal  to  determine  the  route  variation  with  the  least  impact  to 
wildlife.  ^ 


Ompressor  17  on  the  South  Pass  variation  Is  too  close  in  proximity  to 
crucial  elk  winter  range.  It  may  cause  these  elk  to  displace  to  less 
mutable  habitat.  We  suggest  an  alternate  site  be  idwsen. 


Specific  Errors  Noted  in  the  DEIS 

SA16-13|  Page  iE-25,  26;  Taimstrlal  ulldlK,  apecles  lists  for  sad,  habitat 
[type  uaild  be  preferable  to  naming  only  a few  of  the  most  cumm  animals. 


SA16-7 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  have  identiried  and  evaluated  impact  on  important  big  game 
range  in  terms  of  impact  on  populations,  as  indicated  in  the  significance  criteria  presented  on 
DEIS  page  4E-2.  Because  no  factual  information  has  been  provided  to  support  this  comment’s 
broad  statement  of  significant  impacts,  we  stand  by  our  original  conclusions. 


SA16-8  We  disagree.  We  believe  that  the  information  and  data  presented  in  the  EIS  is  more  than 
adequate  for  a comparison  of  environmental  impact  associated  with  the  five  routes  reviewed 
between  the  Lost  Cabin  and  Opal  areas.  Within  the  limits  of  the  dau  available  during  our 
analysis,  gU  of  the  routes  were  subjected  to  the  same  level  of  scrutiny. 


SA16-9  Welland  and  riparian  areas  associated  with  each  variation  are  presented  on  Aliamoni  Maps  9-14 
in  the  Map  Volume  and  were  totalled  for  comparison  in  DEIS  Tables  S-4  and  6-3.  Additional 
material  has  been  included  in  FEIS  Chapters  3E  and  4E. 

SA16-10  We  disagree  that  our  recommended  mitigation  is  inadequate  to  address  the  proposed  action. 

However,  we  will  be  happy  to  consider  mitigation  proposed  by  the  State  of  Wyoming  in  future 
analyses.  See  response  to  Comment  SA16-12  below. 

SAI6-11  The  EIS  compares  each  of  the  variations  to  the  proposed  route  between  Lost  Cabin  and  Opal. 


SAI6-12  Comment  accepted.  See  new  recoininendauon  in  Chapter  6 


SAI6-I3  We  disagree.  The  CEQ's  regulations  implementing  NEPA  discourage  Federal  agencies  from 
using  an  encyclopedic  approach  in  the  preparaiion  of  EIS's.  Raihcr,  they  stress  the  need  to 
focus  on  identifiable  impacts  and  issues  of  concern. 


SA-59 


Kr.  Rod  S.  Hiller 
February  JO,  1991 
Peg®  * - as  5751 


Pag.  JE-26:  Sagamish-stappe  s«l<„,  th.  flnit  paragraui  .tat.,  th.. 
sKojld  sa/  pu»,  oujiaa  ,i,  D^lan;.,  fo^tst 

mtaraact^i  by  tn. 

I sagobnJI'S 

I r^ts^on  ^^.  ptol^'^.  StST^oa^. ‘ 

teP  Corrections 


SAI6-19 


y.at]^'tS.,Tr"".:rii‘‘:;«^ss?„^.^r^ 

protSing  "tJfuSiSr  ®"  MinSininTand 

Bdtigatlon  of  lupacta  on  crucial  bia  “o^e  stringent 

and  the  siall  aaount  of  total  their  imiortanoe 

range  from  MpTjTTo  d«r  winter 

between  MP440-442  and  HP45o-dsi  range.  Deer  winter  ranges 

SoI^roT'n  “cTu\"  Wnte^raTge“o'^^ur"tS^ 


specific  caitnents: 


for  »>■-«»-  winter  rang,  identified 

antib  habitat  S2^  ^^in^^  ^>'  “ ■‘‘l”""’ 

Creek  and  Uttle  Beaver  Creek  and'sh^S^l^i^^®^'.-*^^^  brings,  Beaver 

w^'er  tT^rbe't-  d^THp“H^T“  ^ 

- -4iiL'^”,L.‘LrcSJiLd“r 


SA-60 


SAI6-I4 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  in  Chapter  3E. 

SAI6-I3 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  DEIS  Table  3E-7. 

SAI6-16 

Thii  iuue  is  discussed  on  DEIS  page  4E-38. 

SA16-I7 

See  response  to  Comment  SA16-2  above. 

SA16-18 

We  btlieve  lhal  iht  calegoriti  pttieeltd  in  DEIS  Tabit  36  7 ate  adeguale  I.  ideeiif.  and 
evaluate  polenual  impact  on  important  game  species.  ^ 

$AI6-I9 

*'  >va,lable  lo  u!  a,  Ihe  liete  .( 

Mr.  ftod  s.  Mill«r 
Febn^zy  20,  1991 

5 • EIS  $751 


SAt6>l» 

<a»t) 


Elk  winter  range  between  HP503.$  and  NP506.5  Is  not  accurate.  Elk 
winter  range  should  be  shown  frcn  HP498  te  HP499  and  MP$00  to  KP505  with  elk 
severe  winter  relief  range  between  KP499  and  KPSOO. 


Ihe  prTsposed  pipeline  route  will  pass  thnTugh  the  center  of  three  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds,  yet  no  upland  gane  bird  nesting  habitat  (UGB) 
areas  are  identified  on  the  nap.  LC8  areas  should  be  ic^tifiol  frcni  MP48} 
to  MP486.  frti*  MP486  to  MP489,  frcB  MP491  to  KR95,  fim  HP497.5  to  HP501.5, 
fnaa  MP$22  to  MF$26,  and  frm  KP$26  to  KP$28. 

Altanont-Jeffrey  City  Variation  (Hap  9 of  14):  Itie  up  »V>9q  not  ic^- 
tify  the  ICS  aru  between  HP484  and  KP4B7. 

Altanont-klkali  Butte  Variation  (Map  12  of  14):  The  nap  does  not 
identify  the  UGB  aius  between  KP490  and  MP495,  ani  between  MP500  a«l  MP503. 


Altaaont-Route  28  Variation  (Map  14  of  14):  Mxee  crucial  winter/year- 
l(^  range  in  the  upper  Twin  Creek  basin  frm  MP507  to  MP509  is  rot  identi- 
fied on  the  up.  The  ooose  winter  range  identified  between  Pine  Creek  and 
Fog  Gulch  should  be  restricted  only  to  the  riparian  shrub  habitat  on  Pine 
Creek,  "me  noose  habitat  on  Pine  Creek  should  be  identified  as  crucial 
winter/yearlong  habitat. 


Altanont-prcposed  rtute:  There  is  oucial  antelope  winter  range  between 
KP$S2  and  $S6,  KP661  and  $71.  ai^roxinately  KP614  to  MP61S. 

Altanont-South  Pass  variations:  There  is  crucial  oule  cteer  winter  rai^ 
between  ( approx isately)  HP$70  and  $8$. 

Altanont-proposed  route  (Map  6 of  14) : There  is  a sage  grouse  lek  at 
KP427.  The  grouse  lek  at  KP429  is  accurate.  The  nap  shows  a grouse  lek  at 
KP434:  our  records  do  not  show  a lek  at  this  location. 

The  follcwing  sage  grouse  lek  sites  and  associated  nesting  areas  were 
also  not  identified  in  the  OCIS  ard  should  be  inclisla): 


Proposed  Route  Sage  Grouse  leks 


7 T42N  Rioew 
4 T24N  R108W 

8 T2SM  R107W 
7 T24N  R109W 

13  T24N  $109W 
16  T26N  R103W 


1 T20J  R104W 
11  T26N  R104W 

15  T26N  R104W 

16  T26N  R104M 

17  T26N  R104M 
34  T26N  R104H 


SA-61 


Sojth  Pass  Variation  Saqe  Crouse  LeKs 


Kr.  (tad  s.  Killer 
February  20,  1991 
Page  6 - Els  S7S 


SAI6-19 

(COOL) 


NW 

K 


31  T23N  R102H 
21  T21N  IU06M 


SW  Sec.  35  T23N  (U04W 
SW  14  T20N  RIOBW 


SA16-20 


,Ar  .IT**-  that  most  sage  grouse  nestir»g  is  completed  by  June 

incorrect.  Huig  data  su^ests  hatcJung  peaXs  the  seconj  wUk  of 


tKHZME  Bmps 

o^icto  with  kxvn  raptor  nesto.  on  h>.  )E-62  and  6-11,  rac  reodirS^ 
cr»i>aoy  to  conduct  raptor  surveys  prior  to  oonsttuotion,  tealld.rtJie  route 
to  avoid  destruction  of  active  nests,  and  not  construct  within  0.5  mi  of  an 
^ve  rap^r  nest  itiring  raptor  breadii^  a«l  nesting  season.  Taking  of  aw 
nests,  including  inactive  nests,  requires  a Federal  permit.  ^ 

...I  ""  endangered  candidate  species  are  iisted  in  Tabiea  lE-5 

and  <E-11  and  discussed  on  page  6E-6!.  There  are  sine  errete: 

The  long-billed  curlew  was  not  incluled.  This  is  a candidate  species 
nest  throughout  Wyosing,  but  the  Altamont  route  does  St  pasi 
thrmgh  any  (onwn  ccroentrations.  ^ 

^ejCooping  crane  summers  in  Wyoming,  but  not  aiong  the  proposed 


SA16-22j  1. 
SAI6-23|  2. 


SAI6-24  3. 


■mere  ^ an  active  bald  eagle  nest  in  1990  near  the  pipeline  route 
^ere  it  passes  the  north  end  of  Seedskadee  National  Wildlife  Refuoe 
location  or  nearby.  s2d- 
nongame  bird  biologist  should  be  ttntacted 
prior  to  construction  ijj  case  these  birds  nest  again. 


SAI6-25|  4. 


Mountaih  plovers  hast  thtoighon;  Uyonlng,  not  Just  in  southern  Wymiiq. 


SA16-26  5. 


WMrfi“s,^£."*‘a”’',‘^‘“  discuss  "Speclalstatus 

wiioiite  Species  . A reference  is  rude  earlier  in  the  DEls  to  » iqt? 
Wildlff?\ifti'°"  (presumably  the  Current  Status  and  Inventory  of 
Wildlife  in  Wyaaing).  mis  is  outdated;  the  Nongame  Bird  and 
Strategic  Plan  (1987)  is  the  appropriate  source  for  a list  of  species 
The  following  bird  species,  Ih  addition  to  Ko^  alSdy 
mentioned,  may  occur  along  the  pipeline  route:  ^ 

streams,  including 


SA-62 


$A  16-20 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 

SA16-2I 

Thank  you  for  this  information. 

SA16-22 

Because  Jong-billed  curlews  do  not  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Altamont  Project,  they 
included  in  DEIS  Tables  3E-S  and  4E-II. 

SAI6-23 

Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 

SA16-24 

See  response  to  previous  comment. 

SA16-25 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3E. 

SA16-26 

Comment  accepted.  See  new  material  added  to  Chapter  4E. 

5Altf-26 

(corn.) 


Farson  and  forages  it 


Kr.  Rod  S.  Hiller 
Febxtiary  30,  1991 
Page  7 - Els  57SI 


b.  black-crowned  night-heron  - nests  near 
irrl^tfld  aeadawB  and  wetiards; 

c.  snwy  egret  - sane  as  night-herw; 

d.  whit*-faoBd  ibis  - same  as  ru^t-herwi; 

'■  ‘>y  the 

f.  merlin  - the  pipeline  crosses  crucial  nesting  habitat  for 

’■  Khcvh  oelon,  neee  the  „„te  Is  i„ 

Any  net  loss  of  wetland  habitat  should  be  mitigat^l. 


iCTOME  Mwenrg 

h„dsn,ered  species  for 

General  ctyment 


a<mS  SIS  HUdl^r  publicetlon 

Nongame  Bird^xdMaiSSf is  outdated.  The  1987 
l^ftl  «.  Atlas 


SA16-27  See  response  u>  Commeni  SA16-23  above. 


These  species  were  noc  included  on  Ihe  species  lisi  obtained  from  the  U.S,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  pursuant  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  ITicrefore,  they  have  not  been  included  in  the 


SA 16-29  We  will  pass  this  request  along  to  the  project  applicant. 


SA-63 


SAI6'30 


Nr.  Itod  S.  Hiller 
Pebru&ry  20,  1991 
Page  8 - EIS  S751 


Page  2-5,  par.  1:  Ttie  description  of  treniAing  across  flowira  streams 
gives  no  indication  of  how  fish  passage  wiU  be  provided.  Providing  fish 
passage  at  all  tunes  during  instream  construction  in  streans  oontainlra  qaro 
fish  IS  a standard  ret^Jirement  of  most  Anny  Corps  of  EJigineers  404  permits 
and  IS  a ocnoem  of  airs.  We  reccinnend  that  sudi  a provision  be  irelirlal  if 
sued)  IS  not  the  present  case. 


SA16-3i 


Although  this  section  states  that  strean  banks  will  be  "restored  to 
approximate  pre-construction  contours."  it  makes  no  nention  of  specific 
measures  to  return  stream  banlcs  to  pre-construction  bank  stability  (or 
better) . This  oonoem  tas  identified  in  our  previous  cements  and  is  nec- 
essary to  maintain  stream  channel  stability.  We  recaimend  that  disturbed 
stream  banks  be  stabilized  with  either  large  anjular  riprap  (average  diame- 
ter in  one  direction  greater  than  twelve  Inches)  or  that  wire  enclosed 
riprap  structures  be  usaj.  encioseo 


SA16-32 


Page  3C-14.  Sweetwater  River:  The  second  paragraph  of  this  section 
states  that  this  river  has  a Type  III  state  fishery  classification.  This 
anment  is  correct ; hcMver,  it  is  sctnev4iat  confusing  to  the  reader  All  of 
the  other  classifications  listed  on  this  page  are  in  reference  to  water 
c^allty  as  defined  by  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
whereas  the  fishery  classification  for  the  Sweetwater  is  defined  by  the 
Wyoming  Came  and  Fish  Department.  Since  a later  section  of  the  DEIS  de- 
scribes the  fishery  classification  of  all  potentially  affected  waters  we 
reconmend  that  the  classification  for  the  Sweetwater  be  changed  to  the'oEQ 
classification  of  Class  II.  ^ 


SAI6-33 


Page  3C-14,  Green  River:  LTnder  normal  operating  conditions,  Pontenelle 
^n/oir  effectively  renceres  Host  of  tfie  factors  listed  in  this  discussion 
Wat  can  de«^ade  water  quality.  At  these  times,  this  part  of  the  Green 
R^r  contai^  relatively  high  quality  water.  We  recommend  that  this 
section  be  modified  to  reflect  this  fact. 


SAI6-34 


Pa<^  3F-11,  <aeen  River:  The  statement  that  "No  critical  fish  habitat 
^ vicinity  of  the  crossing  site"  is  incorrect.  This  part  of  the 
t^ver  IS  used  extensively  by  Kokanee  salmon  as  a major  spawning  area  which 
»ntribu^  to  the  recruitment  of  this  q?ecies  in  Flaming  Gorge  Reservoir 
A major  >tokanM  ougration  run  oexurs  here  annually  in  October  ani  Naveirtxc 
^ observed  to  avoid  negative  uipacts  associated 
^ Sigruficant  spawning  activity  by  rainbow  and  brown  trout 

also  ooQirs  in  this  part  of  the  river. 


SA-64 


SA16-30  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Our  Stream  and  Welland  Construction  and  Miiigauon 
Procedures  (Appendix  C-3)  require  the  applicant  to  adhere  to  the  conditions  attached  to  the 
Section  404  permit. 


SA16-3I  This  issue  is  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  4C  and  Appendix  C-3. 


SAI6-32  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3C. 


SAI6-33  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  3C 


SAI6-34 


Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  3C. 


SAI6  3S 


Hr.  nod  s.  Hlll«r 
Dabniary  30,  t99i 
9 - as  S751 


’■  in  addition  to  tn.  tlahory  lapacts  that 

ooold  oc™  at  tn.  cros.in,  ait.,  lapacta  coold  .!«,  ooSIrT^Spstt.!. 
portly  of  th*  river.  TIm  river  in  the  eiea  of  TheraDpoll*  is  cle^ified 
as  a Class  I trout  streaa  by  our  Oepartaent  (ia^wrUnt  trout  stream  of 
Mti^l  Ufportance).  if  releases  frta  Boysen  Reservoir  are  cut  back  to 
^iliUte  trejjrtintj  across  the  river,  significant  fishery  iapacts  could 
^ ^ Class  I porticn  of  the  river.  Our  priaery  coreem 
a ^ non-irrigation  season  be  naintained  at 

a relative^  constant  fl(w  of  900  cfs  to  ensure  raintenance  of  brown  trout 

and  ina^ticn  habitat.  W strengly  te™S^t  Jhe^uSt 

a»t  t.q.rtin,  .tr«.  flow  alt.rations 


taln.rf’r.*,'.'’’  “•  concur  uitli  tn.  tiahery  aas.asa<nt  con- 

a«:tion  and  atronoly  r«a>«TOnd  that  tn.  appUcnt  uork 

oo2id:^.*tirn‘^.no:id‘ 


"‘“’0'*“"  ".asur..:  Ttila  section  ukaa  no  e«ntion  ot 

SbiUP.Ta?™ti!^*'^!^  Pt.-consttuotlon  l.v.ls  o! 

st^ility  (as  mentioned  above  under  P*  e 2-5,  oar  l»  u«  rjL- j i 

FTRC  consider  «ldin,  this  mitigatia,  meaiure.  recoenend  that 

Thank  yeu  for  the  cwortunity  to  cuuimiI  cn  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


JOE  wrE 
CQVnf  OlREriOB 


JW;TC:Qdl 

a::  care  Division 
Fish  Division 
HATS  Division 
usFite 


SA16-35  We  arc  unaware  of  any  proposal  lo  decrease  inslrcam  flows  from  ihc  Boysen  Reservoir. 


SA16-36  Tlianlc  you  for  your  commenl. 


SAI6-37  See  response  lo  Commenl  SA16-3I  above. 
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IWyomiiig  Industriul  Sillii^  AJiiiiiiUlration) 


UfCUTIVf  OI#AMTHINT 


(Office  of  SPUinf  Mminiohation 


CHETENNC  WYOMIN' 


Memorandum 


To: 

From: 

Date; 

Subject: 


cx'cP' 


Rod  MiUer.  State  Plaimmg  Coordinator'a  OfTice 

Jay  A.  Meyer,  Economist  ^ 

Vanessa  L Forselius,  Economist  \.ii- 


February  I,  1991 
AJtamont  Pipeline  DEIS 


...k™  7.k'  ■>""  renewed  by  my  staff.  The  agency  wouid  tike  t 

submit  the  following  comments.  ^ 

Population  and  Unemplovnient  SlatiAtj^ 


The  county  population  figures  used  in  the  DEIS  are  very  inaccurate  when 

IMO  •»  1990  the  Wyoming  population 
rS^r^^h  “!'*  ‘’“''"'■I  «iP>incantly  The  1986  data  used  in  the  DEIS 

[mm  Ii^r  “ntniploymeni  experienced  in  the  state  caused  by  the  energy 

slump  before  a significant  out-migration  occurred.  Therefore,  the  use  of  I9S 
Snde  states  "'''fsWes  local  labor  availability  and 

bytheusey&l^tlVtm^rlrm^X^^^^^^ 

.ccur«[res'trste  ■» 


Accommodatiftfij) 


exavurTi!™  ' °1^  housing  was  also  overstated  in  the  DEIS,  The 

disr^ard  tm  llShio'u  ““  “ Potential  accommodations,  21 

Sf  dairclu.^™  occupancy  rates  of  area  motel/hotel  accommodations,  and  31 
m L im  . H cumulative  impacts  of  other  anticipated  projects  in  the  area 

pac  y the  pipeline.  A lack  of  sufficient  temporary  accommodations  has 


SA17-I 


S^iTr[Jr^^n,‘l“IriLuvl°fc'm  Itichmc  t S'" 

proving  more  rcccn,  dau  00  ihc  pupulaiion  and  uncmp  'oym'  oi  m Wylmg  ^Tw/™ 


Spread 

County 

Populutiun 

Nonlocals 

4 

Big  Horn 

Washakie 

Hot  Springs 

I0.S2S 

8,388 

4.809 

Spread  4 Total 

23,722 

538 

5 

Fremont 

33.662 

Spread  5 Total 

33,662 

532 

6 

Fremont 

Sublette 

Sweetwater 

Lincoln 

33.662 

4.643 

38.823 

12,625 

— 

Spread  6 Total  | 

89.953 

538 

060 

SAI7-2 


s‘'u'p"’p'ly'‘rd',hauhdt”:l,“’‘'  T'  “ ''"’•“'^“ooi.ng  ™Te;:^[;^ 

supply  and  lhal  ihis  could  resuli  in  (he  displacement  of  some  lourisis  while  benermn^  ih*. 
Zc,'s"‘ce  .[c'  r'r."'°'''‘r“‘'  ^ oPoed  m be  “Sc::; 

Zmlr^^o  ooir  ' ^ 


Rod  MiUer 


PB«e2 


February  1.  1991 


SA17>2  IradjliooaUy  eooourtged  coaelnictioo  workera  lo  use  recreatiooal  campsites 
(cool)  Sigm/icaot  use  of  campgrouods  by  coostnictioo  workers  dunog  the  loumt  season  may 
adversely  impact  local  tounsm  busioeaa  lO  qiecilic  areas. 

The  DEIS  does  not  coosider  histoncal  bolel/molet  vacancy  rates  in  those  cities 
and  counties  to  be  impacted  by  the  project.  CoostnicUon  will  occur  durug  the  tourist 
season  Using  the  aasumptions  presented  in  the  DEIS,  it  is  estimated  ibsl  about  170- 
17S  botel/fflolel  rooms  will  be  needed  in  cacb  spread.  This  represents  27%  of  the 
avaJable  rooms  in  Spread  4 (an  area  with  low  vaomey  rates  during  summer  months) 


SAI7-3 


Several  m^or  construction  projecta  are  planned  within  the  areas  to  be  impacted 
by  ibe  Aliamool  project-  A new  heap>leacb  gold  mine  is  planned  for  development  m 
Montana  oorthwest  of  C^y.  Wyoming  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  anticipates 
development  of  a gas  proceaaing  plant  near  Sboahoni,  Wyoming.  Elxpanaions  are 
planned  or  under  way  at  three  trona  operations  near  Green  River,  Wyoming.  These 
projects  are  expected  to  bring  in  workers  who  will  compete  with  the  Ailamonl 
workera  for  available  temporary  accommodsliona.  It  la  possible  that  temporary 
bousing  vacancy  rales  in  Spread  4 could  fall  below  5%.  The  final  EIS  should  include 
mitigation  measures  which  would  be  implemented  if  this  threshold  is  reached. 


SAI7- 


Souna  Wyo.  D«paita«ni  of  ASouBiamnoa,  fUMarch  aad  SutiAics 


SA-67 


Thank  you  for  your  commeni  In  ihc  fuiurc.  we  will  be  happy  lo  conuder  any  miligaiiun 
measures  which  Ihe  Suie  of  Wyoming  feels  arc  appropriate 


Rixi  Miller 


Page  3 


February  1,  1991 


*JuuAiy  throuib  November  averi^. 
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THE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  OF  WYOMING 
BOXXOa  UNIVfPSirY  SMTION  • LAnAMli  WyOMtNGe207l 
(XI7)  766- nu 

suit  etOlOCiSt  AMO  0lttCI0»  -6ayt  6Mm 


January  30.  1991 


••  MEMORANDUM -- 


TO: 


Wyoming  Clearing  House 


mo. 


FROM:  Gary  B.  Glass.  State  Geologist 

SUBJECT:  PCT/PGAE  and  Altamont  natural  gas  pipeline  projects 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 


We  have  renewed  Ihe  DEIS  on  the  Altamont  natural  gas  pipeline 
comments.  In  the  discussions  of  the  Jelfiey  City 
and  Alkali  Butte  varlaUons  [pages  3A  - 231,  we  note  an  error  In  regard 
“““n'**"  System.  There  Is  evidence  of  guateriary 
activity  on  this  fault.  Scarps  related  to  this  fault  system  are  22  ■ 86 
icet  high,  and  there  are  Indlcauons  of  mulUple  events,  in  addition 
the  maximum  credible  earthquake  for  the  system  Is  magnitude  6 75 
With  a recurrence  Interval  of  2.000  - 6.000  years.  We  have  attached 
some  materials  that  provide  references  for  our  comments. 

^ *1  If  the  pipeline  Is  built  through  the  South  Pass  area.  It  may  cross  a 

number  of  mining  claims  for  precious  metals.  Presumably  the  pipeline 
I company  is  aware  of  these  mining  claims.  P>pe"ne 


GBG:sb 

Attachments 


BV 


BStmii" 


IWyomiiig  Geological  Surveyl 


1 


Thank  you  for  this  new  information.  Please  see  revisions  lo  Chapter  3A.  In  order  to  save 
priming  space,  the  reference  maieriai  is  not  being  reprinted  in  the  FEIS.  It  is  available  for 
review  at  FERC. 


SAI8-2  Thank  you  for  you  commeni.  See  Chapter  4A- 
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Wyoming  State  Land 
and  Farm  Loan  Office 

123  W(SI  2SrH  SIB€n  HIRSCHtEB  BUIIOING 
CHEVINNE  WrOMING  62000600 
PHOK  307/277-mi 
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HOWARD  M SCHRINA0  comkOMMI  »)«u* 

» CilMT  autcoMiaAOMi 
aarCE  E lUNOEii  SIM  Ksisns  r» 

SHWON  S (MKANO  MMIMI  COMMOMMS 
«:cov<i»«6  MiMsniucm 
OAWW  rOBCE  ASSMMI  COMMOSIOMt 

MMil  lOW«  • !«<«;<  IMMC 

DOM  I couAAttRi  lasJMi -n — It  ni  7st 

CObWMfM  OAMIl  • IOW« 

HWOtOO  *tUUNI  COMMHOaS  »r«MJ 
MMAM  tiAaM  » lOiMnccaiMkWCi 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 


Rod  Miller,  Slate  Planning  Coordinators  Office 


Paul  Cleary,  Deputy  Commissi 
February  21,  1991 


PCT/PC&E  and  Aliamont  Natural  Cas  Pipeline 


Protects  Draft  EIS 


Table  l-R  of  the  subject  document  accurately  portrays  the  potential  role  of  this  office  in 
the  proposed  Altamoni  pipeline  project.  We  are  prepared  to  work  with  the  project 
proponent  whenever  they  are  ready  to  apply  for  a right-of-way  lor  the  pipeline  where  it 
crosses  Wyoming  state  trust  land  parcels,  or  where  they  need  temporary  use  permits  for 
project  construction  activities  located  on  state  lands  outside  the  pipeline  rieht-of-wav 
Please  let  us  know  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance.  * * 


SA19-I 


PECEWED 


bv 


\ fl'l' 


• 1890  - "One  Hundred  Yeori  of  Seivtrig  the  Stole  lond  liuif  • 1990  • 


(Wyoming  Slule  Luiid/Farm  Louii| 


TTiank  you  for  your  comment.  We  will  pass  this  mformaiion  along  to  the  applicant 


RECEIVED  BY 

NW  I ' 1*^' 

HWHSS  ttWf- 

^ul/ic  ^€t9tce 

S1$TM(n  13071777  7427  CHfVINNI.  WVOMING  12002 


DHM  M lyVTH 
lltUCKtn 


HEMORANDUH 


TO:  MR.  ROD  MILLER.  FEDERAL  LANDS  COORDINATOR. 

STATE  PLANNING  COORDINATOR'S  OFFICE 

FROM;  JON  JACQUOT,  CHIEF  ENGINEER, 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

DATE;  FEBRUARY  19,  1991 

RE:  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  ALTAMONT 

GAS  TRANSPORTATION  PROJECT.  STATE  IDENTIFIER  69-084 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comnent  on  this  matter. 
Our  comments  are  as  follows: 


Pipeline  Safety  matters  Inadequatev  covered.  The  Draft 
Environmental  impact  Statement  should  address  the  legal  safety 
requirements  of  the  u.S.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  found 
SA20-2Ht  49  CFR  Parts  191  and  192.  The  Draft  Statement  wrongly  states 
that  all  gathering  facilities  are  subject  to  these  standards. 

I (See  page  4K-1.)  it  should  state  that  transmission  and  non-rural 
SA20-3|9athering  are  covered,  we  question  why  six  inch  or  larger  diame- 
Iter  pipe  is  addressed  when  thirty  Inch  diameter  pipe  Is  being 
iused.  (See  page  2-6.) 


SA20-S| 


The  document  should  describe  how  Altamont  Intends  to  comply 
with  the  safety  standards.  It  should  state  the  grade  of  pipe  to 
be  used  in  each  "class*  location  ("class*  as  defined  by  DOT 
safety  standards),  describe  the  various  location  ‘classes*  and 
state  in  detail  where  they  are  found  along  the  proposed  route  or 


(Wyoming  Public  Service  Coouiussioa) 


SA20-I  Thank  you  for  your  commenu.  As  sUied  in  Chapur  3K.  both  projecls  would  be  designed, 

constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  in  accordance  with  (he  DOT'S  regulations  at  49  £££ 
Pans  190,  191,  and  192. 

SA20-2  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4K. 

SA20-3  Section  2.2  of  Chapter  2 describes  general  consiniclion  procedures  common  to  all  pipelines 
discussed  in  the  EIS,  The  intern  of  the  referenced  paragraph  is  to  identify  that  DOT  regulations 
require  radiographic  inspection  of  all  welds  on  6-inch  diameter  pipe  or  larger.  This  statement 
is  relevant  both  to  AltamonCs  proposed  30-inch  diameter  pipeline  and  PCT's  proposed  42-inch 
diameter  pipeline. 

SA20-4  A discuuion  of  the  class  location  concept  (’class*  as  defined  by  (he  DOT  regulations)  is 
presented  in  DEIS  Chapter  3D.  All  620  miles  of  Allamoni's  proposed  pipeline  would  be 
located  in  what  the  DOT  regulations  define  as  a class  I area.  The  pipe  grade  and  wall  ihickneu 
ultimately  selecied  would  be  required  to  comply  with  DOT  regulations.  We  feel  that  inclusion 
of  pipe  grades  in  an  EIS  is  neither  essential  nor  meaningful  information  to  the  vast  majonly  of 
the  intended  audience,  unless  a specific  issue  requires  the  presentation  of  this  data  as  pan  of  the 
analysis.  No  such  issue  is  apparent  here. 
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February  19.  1991 
Page  2 


The  Statement  should  also  give  details  of: 


SA20-S|  la)  the  type  of  joint  coating  to  be  used  on  mill  wrapped 

I pipe  (see  page  2-7); 

SA20-6|  <b)  why  Altamont  Chose  to  cathodlcally  protect  pipe  with 

I sacrificial  anodes  rather  than  rectifiers  (see  page  2-7); 

SA20-7I  whether  or  not  the  valves  In  the  pipeline  will  allow 

I internal  Inspection  devices  to  pass  through  and  If  not.  why  not 
I I see  page  2-9) ; 

SA20-8I  (d)  the  proposed  frequency  and  type  of  lealc  survey  (see 

I page  2-9)  and  pipe-to-soll  voltage  checics  (see  pages  2-l0)  to  be 
I conducted; 


SA20'9 1 (e)  what  emergency  shut  down  procedures  are  proposed  (see 

I chapter  2 ) ; and 

SA20-I0|  (f|  what  test  pressure(s)  will  be  established  for  the  line 

I { see  page  2-56  ) . 


SA20-II 


We  believe  that  It  is  not  the  applicant's  Intent  to 
cathodlcally  protect  the  pipeline  with  sacrificial  anodes  as 
noted  above.  We  believe  that  It  Is  preferable  and  more  economi- 
cal to  protect  the  pipeline  with  rectifier  units  fed  from  utility 
electrical  lines  along  the  pipeline.  Further,  we  believe  that 
Che  casing  of  crossings  should  be  avoided  to  enhance  safety. 

(See  page  2-S.)  The  use  of  casing  will  increase  the  chance  of 
corrosion  and  be  a detriment  to  the  physical  Integrity  of  the 
pipeline. 


SA20-12 


2 . Coordination  with  other  utilises  should  be  addressed. 
The  Statement  should  describe  in  detail  any  crossings  by  the  line 
of  the  facilities  of  existing  utilities  or  other  pipelines  and 
snould  describe  where  the  line  (along  Its  primary  route  or  any 
alternate  routes)  may  come  into  close  proximity  with  other  util- 
ity or  and  pipeline  facilities.  Altamont  should  present  a 
detailed  plan  for  coordinating  with  the  owners  and  operators  of 
these  facilities  to  avoid  contact  with  and  damage  to  them. 
Interruptions  In  vital  utility  services  to  the  public  should  be 
avoided,  and  this  subject  Is  not  adequately  addressed. 


SA20-13|  3.  Potential  landslide  problems.  The  Draft  Statement  says 

I that  future  studies  of  potential  landslide  areas  should  be 
[performed.  Pipelines  should  avoid  landslide  areas  In  considera- 
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SA20-S 

Allamoni  proposti  (o  apply  an  eilcmal  coating  of  fusion-bonded  epoxy  at  the  joint. 

SA20-6 

Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2.  Altamont  hainot  yet  chosen  its  cathodic  protccuoo 
system.  The  referenced  citation  occun  in  Section  2.2  of  Chapter  2.  which  contains  a 
description  of  general  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  procedure  common  to  all 
pipelines  discussed  in  the  EIS.  Altamont  would  design  its  cathodic  protection  system  on  the 
basis  of  a pipe-io-soil  potential  survey,  and  other  factors,  following  construction.  Pipeline 
conosioo  protection  would  meet  requiremenu  of  DOT’S  regulations.  49  CFR  192,  Subpan  I. 

SA20-7 

Alumont's  valves  would  allow  the  passage  of  internal  inspection  devices. 

SA20-8 

Pipeline  inspections  are  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  3K.  Allamoni  would  conduct  aerial  patrols 
once  a month  and  surface  patrols  annually  or  more  frequenUy  if  necessary  where  aerial  patrols 
cannot  be  observed  properly. 

SA20-9 

Establishment  of  emergency  plans  is  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  3K.  Allamoni  s emergency 
plan  would  meet  minimum  standards  established  under  DOT'S  regulations. 

SA20-]0 

Pipeline  testing  requiremenu  are  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  3K.  Allamont's  pipeline  would 
be  tested  to  meet  the  minimum  requiremenu  established  under  the  DOT’S  regulations. 
Allamont’s  maximum  operating  pressure  would  be  1 ,440  psig. 

SA20-1I 

Thank  you  for  your  commenU.  Some  of  the  'other  factors'  referenced  in  response  to 
Comment  SA20-6  above  refers  to  the  availability  of  electric  lines  along  the  proposed  route,  as 
well  as  the  cost  of  constructing  new  lines  where  none  presently  exist  and  the  visual  impact 
implications  of  constructing  new  lines. 

SA20-I2 

The  pipeline  would  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  all  DOT  safety  regulations  The 
construction  contractor  would  be  provided  with  a list  of  jurisdictional  authorities  and  would 
notify  appropriate  authorities  in  writing  at  least  48  hours  prior  to  commencement  of  pipeline 
construction,  in  order  that  the  authorities  may  appoint  inspectors  to  ensure  that  crossings  at 
roads,  railways,  drainage  ditches,  rivers,  or  other  uuliiies,  etc.,  are  constructed  in  a salitfaciory 
manner. 

SA20-I3 

Comment  noted.  Please  see  our  revision  of  DEIS  recommendation  45. 

F«bri 

Page 


ry  19,  1991 


“ construct  and 

I » maintain)  the  line,  if  the  proposed  route  of  the  pipeline 

I encounters  landslide  areas.  It  should  be  modified  to  avoid  them. 


SA20-U 


oroDoJ«  3^  power  lines.  The  Draft  Statement 

proposes  the  use  of  burled  power  lines  to  provide  electrical 
alircost^Uore^th^^"®'®  Compressor  stations.  Such  lines  gener- 
fblP  lines  end  are  generally  not  as  reli- 

Public  service  Commission  has  taken  the  position  that 
persons  causing  the  excess  installation  and  maintenance  cost'of 

participation  by  the  Wyoming  Public  Service 
Co^ission.  The  entire  role  of  the  WyOTing  Public  Service 
Commission  should  be  better  described  in  Table  1-4  of  the 

should  include  recognition  of  our  DOT  Pipeline 
inspection  responslbllltlesa  the  EIS  review  asslstEnce 
routinely  given  to  the  Governor's  Office  and  our  contlnuino 
builM  to  the  activities  of  the  pipeline  (before  and  after^lt  is 
arenas  P’^utect  the  Wyoming  public  in  state  and  federal 


”•  Pipeline  operational  standards  as  barrier  to 
jS^ng  Gas,  in  cnapter  5.  the  Statement  should  addn 
'Sical  ahllltt/  nf  uu om if\y«  ^ — a 


> by 


-t — *-uoj»uef  3.  tne  statement  should 
physical  ability  of  Wyoming  producers  and  shippers  to  use  the 
.nf' , 1 operating  pressure  of  the  Altamont 

c-  square  inch  as  opposed  to  600  to  1.000  lbs. 

eauirA*u*  for  most  Other  lines  going  through  Wyoming)  will 

o^SilrcSmriha  ®^^PP®fs  ^o  use  extra  compression 

•o  overcome  the  high  operating  pressure.  (See  page  5-3.) 

Chapter  2.  Including  Table  2-l4,  addresses  other  pro- 

be%^meSnri°"“S?  J°P®lli«"!Iich"'jr?onsld«er£“??s‘ow!;e?s  ?o 

be  a means  by  which  gas  can  be  moved  to  California. 

for  owners  should  be  responsible 

protect  their  property,  it  is  customary 
land  operator  to  erect  feoclo,  at  the 

th^  states  that  pipe  strings  will  be  lowered  into 

the  trench  simultaneously.  Actually,  they  are  lowered  one  at  a 


SA20-14 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Chapter  4L  discusses  two  options  for  miligaling  the  visual 
impact  of  supplying  electrical  power  to  permanent  aboveground  facilities. 

SA20-IS 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  In  the  future,  we  will  be  happy  to  present  any  permit,  approval, 
or  consulution  tequirements  relative  to  the  Public  Service  Commission  which  the  Sute  of 
Wyoming  feels  are  appropriate  to  include  in  this  table. 

$A20-16 

This  comment  correctly  identifies  that  panics  wishing  to  inject  gas  into  the  proposed  pipeline 
would  be  required  to  overcome  the  operating  pressure  at  the  injection  point.  The  higher  system 
operating  pressure  of  Aliamoni's  proposed  pipeline  would  result  in  lower  pressure  losses  and 
a more  efficient  overall  system.  We  arc  unaware  of  any  Altamont  operauonal  standards  which 
represent  barrien  to  the  transportation  of  Wyoming  gas. 

SA20-I7 

The  TransColorado  proposal  is  independent  from  both  of  the  proposed  projects,  and  is  presently 
undergoing  environmental  review  under  the  leadership  of  the  BLM.  Given  that  TransColorado 
could  deliver  gas  to  either  El  Paso,  Transwesiem,  or  both,  it  is  unclear  exactly  what  markets 
TransColorado  would  serve.  TransColorado's  filing  identifies  that  gas  shipped  by  its  proposed 
pipeline  could  be  ultimately  redelivered  to  the  Southwest,  the  Midwest  or  California  markets. 
Further,  TransColorado's  proposed  facilities  would  allow  gas  to  be  transported  in  either 
direction  (e  g.,  from  the  Colorado  western  slope  southward  or  from  (he  San  Juan  Basin 
northward).  As  an  open-access  transporter,  the  final  destination  of  gas  transported  by 
TransColorado  would  be  determined  by  the  shif^ien  who  utilize  (he  pipelirw. 

SA20>18 

Landowners  would  be  informed  of  necessary  fence  openings  before  construction.  The  applicant 
would  adequately  brace  fences  before  any  openings  were  made,  and  access  and  livestock 
controls  would  be  employed  for  as  long  as  (he  fence  opening  was  needed  during  construction. 
The  applicant  would  then  restore  all  fences  opened  for  construction  purposes  to  their  original 
condition  when  activities  in  (he  area  are  completed. 

SA20-19 

Once  (he  pipe  strings  are  welded  logelher,  the  welds  would  be  inspected  and  field  coated. 
Segments  of  (he  intact  pipeline  would  then  be  lowered  into  the  trench.  Please  see  Figure  2-1 
for  a pictorial  representation  of  this  process. 

SA-73 


February  19,  1991  SA-74 

Page  4 


S^19|  time  beginning  at  one  end  of  a string  and  proceeding  to  the  other 
(ooal)  I end,  e.oept  crossings  at  which  simultaneous  lowering 

“”■“1  -wortifin-’'!!'  ."J”'.'!:""  should  be  referred  to  as  the  SAIO-IO 

InoS  iin^a  because  Horthern  Gas  Company 

I others  t ^ pertinent  alignment,  (See  page  2-51  and  ^ * 

,(,„„ih'i!,.  '’•9e  3H-4  to  -stlllwatet  County,  Wyoming-  5*20-21 

Should  be  changed  to  'Sweetwater  County."  • i y 

deletions  are  serious  and  must  be 

^ Environmental  Impact  Statement,  if  you  SA20-22 

should  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  let  me 


SA20-2I 

SA20-22 


CommeiK  noted.  A name  change  for  one  of  the  aJtemalive  routes  at  this  stage  in  the  process 
would  only  serve  (o  confuse  the  public. 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3H. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


niVIStON  01  AORICULniHL  ANO  f«AI1IHy\L  KISOINUI.S 


^tB^ch  8,  1991 


FO  DOX  U1 
I'UI.ULAKF,  CA  96IM 
(*I6)  M7-SI17 


Ms.  Luis  Cashel),  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Resulatury  Commissiun 
825  North  Capilul  Street  N.  E. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20426 

Re;  Ducket  Nus.  CP89-460-001 
CP90-IJ7S-000 


Btl 


.CEWEiJ 


DBY 


m 


I i W'.' 


MI3 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell, 


SA21-I 


Tht  purpos.  otiriii  kittr  is  u pnj.idc  input  inn.  ibe  dmn  EIS  bir  Iht  PCT/PC4E  Pipuiint 

Uni.tRil,  otCnllfurnin  Tul.i.k,  Fl.ld  Slnlion.  M,  dulto  includs  ilsld  resuarch  and  ,n.»,r 
riueal,nn,  .,.h  prinian.  antphnsis  on  crap  p«i  raan.|cn.cnl.  M,  main  concern  »ilh  Ihc 

pi|»i.nc  de.elopmcnl  IS  the  poicniini  inlraducliun  and  dissemination  nf  serious  soil  tn.rn  pests 
and  diseases  to  Tulclake  area  Helds.  ^ 


there  are  numerous  pest  and  disease  that  cause  legilimau  concern.  1 would  like  t»  comment 
All*  "•  P^ntnbh  cn,p  production  In  this 

Ad.il  ^ ‘"‘ruduced  into  Helds  through  contaminated 

soil  on  equipment  or  by  the  use  of  contaminated  fill. 

C.dumbia  Ri^-knut  nemat.ni,  (Mnloldopartn  citlCoodll  Is  a serious  pest  of  fresh 
alfmrfTubjr^  '“'“T'  nematode  causes  a tuber  blemish  that  makes 

alTecled  tubers  unmarketable  ,n  fresh  market  channels;  thus;  it  Is  capable  uf  cousin,  se.ere 
eranomic  damoje  al  .erj  low  soil  population  le.els.  Because  uf  the  seriousness  of  this  pest, 
mere  Is  a sera  tolerance  fur  this  nematude  In  fields  used  for  poKluctl.m  uf  cerlined  seed 
pom  .ns.  Cuntral  Of  0,lumbi.  raot-knut  .i.b  nematicldes  Is  e.pensl.e  and  nnl,  rninim 

lead  to***"  "Tulelakeranditions.  Theinlroductionofthispestlonemntoderreeneldswould 

Rad  to  preall,  tneraased  casts  uf  praductiun  fur  potato  craps  and  ,„uld  eliminate  the 
Held  for  future  production  uf  ceniHed  putalu  seed. 


UNIVtRSrTY  on  CAUrORNIA 


MOIIOC  / SLSKIVOU  COllWniJ  COOPLRAIlNn 


(University  of  California/Cooperutive  Extension] 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


SA-75 


SA-76 


Ms.  Ltis  Cashell,  March  8,  1991,  Pg.  2 

Two  other  nwt  Knot  ncmolodes  are  urecunomic  impirtunce  in  this  area,  the  Nnrlhcrn  Rihii- 
knoi  nematode  {Meloidogyne  hapla)  and  the  Barley  Root-knot  nematode 
{Meloidogyne  nassl).  The  northern  root-knot  can  cause  economic  damage  In  alfuirn, 
sugarbeets  and  in  potatoes,  while  the  barley  nNil-knut  is  a serious  pest  orsmnll  cereal  grains. 

Another  type  of  nematode,  stubby  root  nematiKle  (Trlchodorus  spp)  is  niso  a potentially 
serious  pest  of  potatoes.  This  nemntwde  is  a vector  of  tobacco  rattle  virus  that  causes  an 
internal  defect  of  potatoes  referred  to  as  corky  ringspot.  Uncontrolled,  this  pnibicm  can 
render  potatoes  unsalable.  The  resent  suspensions  of  Temik  and  Telone  nematicide 
registrations  wilt  moke  it  very  difficult  to  cuntnil  Tubaccu  rattle  virus  and  stubby  nait 
nematode  once  they  arc  intruduccd  into  a Held. 

Sugar  Beets  are  presently  being  introduced  into  to  the  Tuleloke  pniducllon  area.  This  new 
crop  is  a very  viable  commodity  fur  local  pruduction  and  should  lend  economic  stability  to 
family  farm  operations  currently  besieged  by  very  low  grain  prices  oral  the  mercy  of  volatile 
potato  and  hay  markets.  Despite  its  great  distance  frum  sugar  renneries,  the  Tulelake 
area  currently  has  a competitive  advantage  because  the  area  is  free  ofthe  serious  soil  born  pests 
and  diseases  that  plague  other  sugarbeet  pruduction  areas  in  the  state.  The  IntnKluctiiin 
Khyzomania  disease  or  of  sugarbeet  cyst  nematode  into  the  area,  will  cause  a loss  of  sugerbeet 
acreage  end  may  push  prt>ducliun  costs  above  the  ptitenlial  grass  pralit  fur  this  contracted 
commodity. 

Local  growers  now  do  all  that  they  can  to  prevent  spread  of  seriuus  soil  born  pests  end  diseases 
onto  their  farms.  High  pressure  wash  racks  ere  located  araund  the  area  so  that  gntwers  may 
wash  uffei)uipmenl  being  moved  between  fields.  A local  committee ufgrowers  and  sugarbeet 

processurshaspropusedstronglunguagefurcurrenlsugarbeetconlracU  to  avoid  introduction 
of  pests  and  diseases  to  our  virgin  sugarbeet  soils.  See  California  Beet  Cniwers  Associiilion 
letter  enclosed. 

In  the  construction  ofthe  pipeline  across  agricultural  land,  extreme  core  must  be  taken  not 
to  undo  the  diligence  of  growers  in  keeping  their  fields  free  of  crap  threatening  problems.  The 
inlroductiunuf  diseoseor  pest  laden  soil  will  at  the  very  least  increase  costs  of  crop  production 
and  may  severely  limit  the  choice  of  crops  that  can  be  grown  on  an  infected  property.  With 
volatile  commodity  markets,  the  ability  of  producers  to  alter  crap  choices  may  largely 
determine  the  economic  sustainability  of  the  farm. 

As  a minimum  precaution  all  equipment  used  in  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  should  be 
cleaned  and  sanitized  before  it  is  brought  into  the  area.  Further  alt  equipment  should  be 
cleaned  and  sanitized  prior  to  moving  from  one  Held  to  another.  Such  denning  should  consist 
Ufa  thorough  high  pressurewash  followed  byan  equally  thorough  steam  cleaning.  Allsoiluscd 


Ms.  LuisCashcll,  March  8,  1991,  Pg.  J 

as  fill  should  cume  from  n»n  agricutiural  sites  and  should  be  certified  os  being  free  of  serious 
agricultural  pests.  Fulling  this  all  fill  soil  and  all  areas  effected  by  vehicle  travel  should  be 
treated  with  an  elTective  soil  fumigant  Only  very  eipensive,  plastic  tarpped  methyl  bnimide 
applications  are  likely  to  provide  sufficient  contnil  of  each  of  the  organisms  discussed  above. 

A great  amount  uf  information  is  available  on  the  damage  poientini  of  the  above  named 
pniblems  ond  on  the  dirficulty  and  eipense  of  controlling  these  problems  once  they  are 
established.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  my  olTice  if  you  have  questions  or  need  further 
documentation  on  the  harm  to  be  caused  by  spreading  these  problems  to  uninfested  fields. 

Sincerely, 

Hurry  L Carlson 
Superiniendent/Farm  Advisor 

HLC/gq 

cc:  Mark  C.  Kalpin 

Laurence  J.  ^nter,  Jr. 


Enclosure:  I 


SA-77 


SA-78 


IDAHO  FISH  & GAME 


February  19.  1991 


Ms.  Lois  Cashed.  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Re(^laiory  Commission 
82S  North  Cnpiiol  Street,  NE 
Washington,  DC  20426 


'■%  \ 

^(pG-  Ooo ^ 06 ! 


Dear  Ms.  Cashel): 


The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  end  Game  (Department)  has  several  concerns  regarding 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  (he  PGT/PG&C  natural  gas 
pipeline  project. 


SA22-1|  I.  One  of  the  big  impacts  to  the  fishing  public  will  be  that  the  noise,  construction 
I activity  and  muddy  water  will  likely  force  anglers  to  curtail  or  cancel  fishing  trips 

I during  the  construction  process.  This  was  not  mentioned  in  the  section  on  Impacts 

I (4C-13>. 


SA22-2  2. 


Even  with  (he  best  sedimentation  controls,  the  river  will  be  muddied  during  the 
trenching  and  laying  of  pipe.  The  river  will  also  receive  sediment  from  construction 
activity  on  the  banks,  particularly  during  rain  storms  and  reln-on-snow  events. 
Sediments  will  move  downstream,  making  it  difficult  for  fish  to  feed  end  fill 
interstitial  spaces  required  for  good  benthic  invertebrate  life.  Impacts  of  this 
nature  will  last  beyond  the  construction  period.  Again,  this  impact  was  not 
addressed.  Can  estimates  be  given  for  the  amount  of  sediment  that  will  be  added  to 
the  river? 


SA22-3 


One  of  our  biggest  concerns  is  that  this  document  hardly  mentions  mitigation 
proposab.  Section  4F>5  mentions  only  that  mitigation  and  monitoring  plans,  which 
take  into  account  impacts  to  water  quality  and  fisheries,  will  be  sent  to  the 
secretary  of  the  Commission  prior  to  construction.  Our  Department  would  like  to 
have  the  mitigation  plans  included  in  the  DEIS  for  agency  and  public  review. 


Mitigation  measures  for  Idaho  are  specified  in  4C*13,  4C‘16,  6-26  and  6-32.  Most  of 
the  activities  in  these  sections  are  sensible  construction  activities,  but  do  little  or 
nothing  to  actually  offset  damages  that  were  done  to  a public  resource.  We  ask  that 
mitigation  measures  being  considered  by  Geomax  Consulting  be  reviewed  by  us  and 
included  in  the  DEIS. 


SA22-I 


SA22-2 


SA22-3 


llduho  Fish  and  Ganiu] 


Chapter  4C  addresses  impacis  (o  hydrology  and  water  quality  Impacts  on  recreational  interests 
were  addressed  in  (he  Draft  EIS  on  page  4D-6. 


The  staff  believes  that  these  issues  were  adequately  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS  on  pages  4C-2 
through  4C-4,  and  4F-2  through  4F-5. 


Please  sec  Appendix  C-3  of  the  Final  EIS  for  the  FERC  staffs  ’Stream  and  Wetland 
Construciion  and  Mitigation  Procedures',  and  Appendix  F in  the  Final  EIS  for  PCT’s  proposed 
’Moyie  River  Pipeline  Crossings:  Construction,  Mitigation.  Restoralion  Plan’. 


SA22-4 


Ms.  Lois  Cosliell 
February  19.  1991 
Page  2 


4.  FERC  has  asked  for  commenu  on  ihe  Camp  Nine  alternative  route  for  Loop  1. 
which  reduces  the  number  of  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River.  An  alternate  route 
would  be  less  damaging  to  fisheries,  but  would  require  an  additional  corridor.  From 
a wildlife  point  of  view,  it  would  be  better  to  use  the  existing  right-of-way,  rather 
than  create  a new  corridor  that  may  have  as  many  or  more  impacts  than  the  existing 
route.  The  choice  between  routes  may  depend  upon  specific  mitigation  measures 
proposed  by  PGT/PG&E.  If  mitigation  measures  in  the  Moyie  River  result  in  a net 
improvement  in  fish  habitat,  then  this  may  be  the  preferred  route.  Thus,  it  is 
important  that  the  fishery  mitigation  plan  be  reviewed  as  part  of  the  DEIS  and  not 
delayed  until  the  final  EIS. 


SA22-S 


One  of  our  other  big  concerns  involves  the  timing  of  construction  activities  in  and 
around  waterways.  The  only  mention  of  timing  was  in  the  Appendix  (Section 
3-C-l).  We  would  ask  FERC  to  restrict  construction  in  Idaho  waterways  to  the 
period  between  July  1 and  September  30. 


SA22-6 


SA22-7 


An  additional  mitigation  measure  should  be  added  on  either  page  6-32  or  6-33.  The 
timing  of  construction  on  Loop  1 should  be  done  to  avoid  disturbing  wintering  big 
game  for  the  three-month  period  from  mid-December  to  mid-March.  Winter 
construction  activities  would  be  more  appropriate  for  Loop  2. 

There  are  no  mountain  quail  in  northern  Idaho.  Delete  this  paragraph  on  page  4E-23. 


SA22-B 


There  are  some  obvious  spelling  errors.  Kootenai  is  spelled  wrong  three  times  in 
Table  3E-3;  Cocolalla  is  spelled  wrong  twice  in  Table  3E-4;  and  Coeur  d'Alene  is 
spelled  wrong  in  Table  3G-2. 


In  summary,  our  agency  finds  this  document  incomplete.  We  particularly  ask  that 
mitigation  measures  be  specified  in  Ihe  DEIS.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
comment. 


JMC.DWO:MAM;PLH:llv 

cc:  Bureau  of  Fisheries 
Bureau  of  Wildlife 
Bureau  of  Program  Coordir 
Region  1 


SA22-4 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapier  6. 


SA22-S  Section  I.C.l.  of  Appendix  C-3  allows  appropriate  slate  permitimg  agencies  to  either  expand 
or  resirici,  on  a sile-specific  basis,  (he  FERC  staffs  recommended  ume  window  for 
construction  of  June  I through  Sepiember  30. 

SA22-6  PGT  currently  does  noi  propose  to  consiruci  Loop  1 dunng  the  winter  months.  See  revised 
Table  2-8. 


SA22-7  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 

SA22-8  Thank  you  for  your  observaiions.  See  appropriate  revisions. 


SA-79 


J 


Local  Agency  Comments 


LOCAL  AGENCIES 

Page 

LAI  Boundary  County  Noxious  Weed,  Bonners  Ferry,  Idaho  LA-1 

LA2  Sherman  County,  Moro,  Oregon LA-3 

LA3  Kootenai  County  Weed  Control,  Coeur  d’  Alene,  Idaho LA-5 

LA4  Town  of  Greybull,  Greybull,  Wyoming  LA-8 

LAS  Tulelake  Irrigation  District,  Tulelake,  California LA-9 

LA6  Klamath  Irrigation  District,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon  LA- 10 

LA7  Bonner  County  Noxious  Weed  Control,  Sandpoint,  Idaho  LA- 1 1 

LAS  Modoc  County  Department  of  Agriculture,  Alturas,  California  LA- 12 

LA9  Lava  Beds  Resource  Conservation  District,  Washington,  D.C LA-14 

LAID  Deschutes  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  Bend,  Oregon  LA-16 

LAll  Stillwater  County  Commissioners,  Columbus,  Montana LA-17 

LA  12  Sherman  County,  Moro,  Oregon LA- 18 

LA13  Klamath  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon LA-20 

LAM  Umatilla  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  Pendleton,  Oregon LA-22 

LA15  Wasco  County  Court,  Wasco,  Oregon  LA-24 


^ount/a^y  County  J/oxiou9  Weed  Contfv/ 
St,,  267 

5’-«v.  Ja4,6,  aaaos 


February  14,  1991 

HtCEIVED  By 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell.  Secretary 
oie*5**  Energy  Regulatory  Commissii 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E 
Washington  DC  20425 

RE:  Docket  No.  CPe9-460-001 
Docket  No.  CP90-1375-000 


f£a  1 0 19VI 

fwio«auic(iBnwa*»f*rtrt 

MHWHUOl 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell; 


LAM 


LAI-2 


weed  controroroor*"^  I’k"  State  mandated  noxious 

past  ewenty\20»^vear5^*^Ou*  ‘®P>e"'enting  for  the 

project  will  be  brinoina  contamin!!hI2  ' ® upcoming 

Bound.,,  Count,,  It  , 

area  previouly,  such  as  the  iA«r.  has  been  in  an  infested 

Initllti  wiEU  iuEi^SEr*  “"d  ”“-‘^that"Jr 

necessary.  Herbicide^use  couirf*K°^  herbicides  where 
broadcast,  prto,  to,  and  durin,  consf?JcUo"”"’“ 
part  oTt?S‘’^lo^;‘o?  °bt°?bru“j:‘°;-Horbicide,  a. 

maintenance  yard  in  SamieTs^sho"ld^h  ’''’®  central 

result  of  no  herbiCidJ  ofEhe  rtahr^r®"®®  of  the 

13  a solid  stand  of  Spotted  Knapweed  fJom  the V"?  "’“i" 
the  maintenance  yard.  ^ county  road  to 


(Boundary  County  Noxious  Weed.  Bonners  Ferry,  ldaho| 


1-AI'I  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


LAl-2  The  staff  has  recommended  that  PGT  develop  and  implement,  in  consultation  with  the 
appropriate  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  a plan  for  the  control  of  noxious  weeds.  See 
Chapter  4B  and  6. 


LA-1 


LA-2 


LAl-2 

(coot) 


Whatever  area  is  chosen  to  store  equipment  for  this 
project,  such  as  a main  storage  yard,  should  be  weed  free, 
also,  or  treated  prior  to  use  to  avoid  contamination  of 
equipment. 

Finally,  it  should  also  be  required  that  all  seed  and 
mulch  used  to  re-vegetate  disturbed  sites  be  certified  to  be 
noxious  weed  free;  and  that  these  sites  should  be  monitored 
for  three  (3)  years  afterward  for  Noxious  Weed  activity. 


Sincere! 


y. 


iSl  PLi 

Phil  A1  legretti 

Noxious  Weed  Superintendent 

Boundary  County,  Idaho 


cc:  Mr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin 

(PGT/PGfcB  Expansion  ProjectI 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
025  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 

Hr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr. 

(Altamont  Project) 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
625  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 


I 


SHEKftlAN  COUNTY 


SM  COURT  STREET 
MORO.  OREGON  97039 
FAX  MS  3312 


February  IS,  1991 


Ha.  Lola  Caahell,  Sacrecary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coanlaalon 
62S  North  Capitol  Street  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 


Re:  Docket  No,  CPB9-460-001 

Pacific  Caa  Tranaalsalon  Cospany 
PCT-PG6E  Pipeline  Expanalon 

Dear  Hs.  Caahell: 


Last  year,  the  CoBnlaslonera  of  Shernan  County  approved 
resolution  number  B-06-90  (attached).  In  support  of  the 
PCT-PC4E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project.  At  this  time,  during 
the  public  coBcnt  period  for  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
CoBlsslon'a  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  we  want 
to  reaffirm  to  you  our  support  of  this  project. 


LA2-1 


On  behalf  of  the  cltlxens  of  Sherman  County,  wa  urge  your 
rapid  completion  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statce»ent 
review  and  approval  so  that  construction  of  tha  PCT-PC4E 
Expansion  Project  can  cOBDcnce  construction  in  a timely 


(Sherman  County,  Moro,  Oretonl 


LA2-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  No  response  required. 


LA-3 


I 


IS  THE  COUNTY  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  SHERHAN 
In  Che  Hecccr  of  the  Approval  ) 

and  Support  of  the  PCT-PCiE  ) RESOLUTION  HO.  8-06-90 
Pipeline  Eapanalon  Project  ) 


On  this.  Che  6ch  day  of  June.  1990,  the  above  entitled  Court  being 
In  regular  tesalon  for  the  transaction  of  County  buslnees  and  the  oaccer 
of  the  approval  and  support  of  the  PCT-PCiE  Pipeline  Expansion  Project 
being  before  the  Court; 

WHEREAS,  Pacific  Cas  Transalsslon  Coapany  la  seeking  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Conalsslon  approval  to  expand  Us  natural  gas  pipeline  facilities 
fro»  the  Canadlan-U.S.  Boundary  to  serve  growing  natural  gas  Barkcts  In  the 
Pacific  Northwest  and  California;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  PCT-PCiE  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  Is  the  aost  econoalcal 
way  to  bring  low-cost  Canadian  natural  gas  to  the  Pacific  Norchwssc  region 
and  the  expansion  will  provide  increased  access  to  vast,  long-tera  Canadian 
natural  gas  supplies  to  the  Pacific  Northwest,  thereby  benefiting  the  environ- 
aent,  local  residents,  coaaercial  and  Industrial  natural  gaa  custoaars  In  the 
region;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  PCT-PCiE  Expansion  Project  Is  envlronacncally  sound, 
utlllalng  existing  rlghts-of-way  to  parallel  the  existing  syscea,  which  has 
perforaed  adalrable  during  the  28  years  of  lea  operation;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  plpellna  expansion  will  contribute  to  the  local  eeonoay 
and  Increase  property  tax  rtvanuea  to  the  countlaa  through  which  It  passes; 

WHEREAS.  Che  pipeline  expansion  has  a full  see  of  cuscoaers  willing  to 
bear  all  costs  of  the  project  and  utility  and  non-utlllty  shippers  have 
signed  an  agrccaent  resolving  all  Issues  between  chea.  deaonscratlng  the 
need  for  the  project  and  the  unity  and  coaaltaent  to  the  project  by  those 
parties; 

HOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  Chat  Che  Sheraan  County  Court  fully 
supports  and  endorses  the  PCT-PCiE  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  and  urges 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coaalseloa  to  rsvlew  and  approve  axpcdltlously 
the  application  so  chat  construction  of  the  project  aay  conaence  In  e 
ciaely  fashion. 


LA-4 


racific  Cas  TransRiissio: 
Altamont  Cab  Transnissii 


Company 
i Company 


CP09-4CO-001 
CP90-1 J75-000 


This  psge  is  (or  .miTIll  COKXEHTa  Oh  tno  PCT/PGiE  hhd  hlts.Sht 
Natural  Caa  Pipaling  Proiact*  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  . These  comaentB  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  st^f1» 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comeents  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  aeeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Comaission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  conaents  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Hr.  Harh  C.  Kalpin 
Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the  sane  address. 


All  comnents  must  be  reeaiva  no  later  than  Noaday,  Kerch  4, 
1991.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Meeting  Location:  Bonners  Ferrv.  ID 

Commenier's  Name  end  Address:  Kooienai  County  Weed  control 
t06  Dalton  Avenue 
Coeur  d’Alene.  10  83814 

Kootenai  County  wll  be  looking  forward  to  asslstir>g  In  developmen  ol  a weed  management  plan  for  the  section  ol 

the  pipeline  in  this  county. 

The  loUowmg  ere  comments  pertaining  to  the  draH: 

LA3-I  I 1.  TheEIS  has  a statement  on  page  2^1  *HerbicideswoiJdrtoi  be  used  for  rtghts-of-way  maintenance*  In  many 
I situations  use  ol  approved  herbicides  Is  an  Important  tool  to  control  Invasions  artd  spread  of  weeds  We 
I recommend  this  statement  be  revised  to  'herbicides  wil  be  used  In  rlghtsot-way  malnienance  as  provided  In  the 
I Weed  Marugemeni  Plan. 

LA3-2|  2.  lnB-1-7lheralsalorTnulatodetermlneamouAto4seediobe  applied  based  on  purity  In  the  long  run  K Is  less 
I costlytorequlre  100%  weed  free  seed  Therefore,  we  recommend  all  revegetation  seed  mixtures  be  free  ol  all 
< weed  seeds.  Idaho  Seed  Lab  tested  preferably  locally  produced  to  be  adapted  to  local  conditions. 

LA3-3 1 3 The  E 1 S provides  lor  use  ol  rru4ch  to  stabiue  sol  (refer 

I B-1  -7)  Mkich  can  be  a major  source  ol  weed  seed  and  plant  parts  resuliing  In  rapU  spread  ol  weeds  We 
I recommend  a provision  be  provided  to  requite  use  ol  tmich  that  is  tree  ol  weed  seed  and  plant  pans  prelerablv 
I locally  produced 

14  The  section  on  monttorlng  In  the  Erosion  Control.  Revegeiailon.  arxl  Maintenance  Plan  should  Include  weeds 
along  with  the  so4  and  vegetation  concerns 

LA3-5 1 5 The  final  should  note  and  include  provisions  for  cleaning  of  construction  equipment  as  It  works  across  and 
I through  weed  Inlestaiion  sees  into  weed  free  aiaas.  We  also  recommervl  a provision  that  requires  construction 
I equipment  be  deaned  before  entering  end  as  I leaves  the  county. 


U3-I 


LA3  2 
LA3-3 


LA3-4 

LA3-5 


cc  Idaho  Panhandle  N F 


LA-5 


(Kooienai  Counly  Weed  Conirol.  Coeur  d’  Aleoe.  Idaho) 


Sufrs  recommended  miUgaiion  Measure  No,  23  in  ihe  Draft  EIS  requires  POT  lo  develop  and 
implement,  in  consullalion  wiih  the  appropriate  slate  and/or  local  agencies,  a plan  for  the  control 
of  noxious  weeds.  The  commcntor,  as  an  appropriate  local  agency,  amy  require  the  inclusion 
and  implemenution  of  its  recommended  measure  in  the  sun's  recommended  Noxious  Weed 
Control  Plan. 

See  response  to  Commeni  LA3-1. 

See  response  lo  Commeni  LA3-1. 


See  response  lo  Commeni  LA3-I. 


See  response  lo  Commeni  LA3-1- 


LA-6 


While  AlLiiiumi  h.'ij  propuM'J  a vnnciy  of  uvd  nines  bawd  on  suil  is  has  nos 
proposed  so  reseed  aJI  areas.  We  recommend  iliai  AlianiunI  rewed  all  aieas  dis^rhi'd  by 
consiruciion  eiccpi  for  annually  culiivaicd  areas.  I'nvaicly  owned  lands  should  be  ro^ded 
either  in  accordance  wish  our  recommendations  ihai  are  presented  in  Appcndii  B-!lor  with/^d 
mil  specified  by  the  landowner.  We  recommend  inoculation  of  legumes  wiib  ibe  prop^ 
rhiiobtum  where  legumes  arc  included  in  the  seed  mixes. 

The  coniplexiiy  of  Aliamoni's  seeding  plan  would  require  careful  inspection  and  testing 
of  the  soil  to  ensure  that  the  seed  mixture  applied  reflects  siie-specific  soil  condiiions.  Based  on 
consultations  with  the  DLM,  SCS  and  the  Montana  DNRC,  we  have  specified  some  changes  in 
species  composition  proposed  by  Aliamoni.  In  addition,  we  have  adjusted  the  seeding  rales  in 
Aliamont's  proposed  mixes.  The  changes  made  to  Aliamoni's  proposed  seed  mixes  are 
summanzed  in  Appendix  B-3.  If  some  specio  are  nol  available  Aliamoni  should  consult  with 
hval  land  managing  agencies  or  soil  conservation  authoriiies  lo  determine  rcpiacemeni  seed 
species. 


Fenilizitig.  PCT  does  nol  have  a definite  plan  for  fenilizing.  In  Idaho  we 
recommend  PGT  use  16-20-0  at  the  rate  of  60  pounds  of  nitrogen  (of  which  at  least  SO  percent 
must  be  of  slow  release  form)  per  acre.  In  Washington  and  non-National  Forest  lands  of 
Oregon,  fertilizer  is  not  recommended  unless  otherwise  indicated  by  the  local  soil  conservation 
auihonlies  or  landowners.  We  recommend  that  PGT  consult  with  the  FS  or  BLM,  depending 
on  jurisdiction,  or  other  soil  conservation  authorities  to  determine  what,  if  any.  fertilizer 
requirements  these  agencies  recommend  for  use  on  federally  managed  lands.  See  Appendix  B 
for  more  information. 

We  recommend  that  no  fertilizer  be  used  by  Altamoni  except  for  where  calcareous  soils 
of  the  broad  terraces  nonh  and  south  of  Harlowiown,  Montana  axe  encountered  (the  Windham. 
Utica,  and  Musselshell  series),  or  if  requested  by  landowners.  It  is  generally  agreed  that 
fertilizing  w ill  compound  weed  infestation  problems  and  attract  an  excessive  amount  of  grazing 
animals.  Where  calcareous  soils  are  encountered  in  Montana,  we  recommend  that  Aliamoni 
apply  100  pounds  of  sulfur-coated  )6-30-0  per  acre. 

\N’eed  Control.  PGT  did  nol  include  a weed  control  component  in  its  preliminary 
rehabilitation  plan.  It  is  likely  that  weeds  could  be  a problem  in  some  areas.  The  most  notable 
of  these  is  spotted  napweed  in  Bonner  and  Kootenai  Counties  in  Idaho,  and  in  other  areas  of  high 
rainiall  or  where  imgaiion  occurs.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  PGT  develop  a plan,  in 
coordination  with  the  appropnate  federal,  state,  or  local  agencies,  to  control  weed  problems 
where  they  are  encountered. 

Altamont  has  committed  to  spot  spray  areas  where  weed  problems  occur.  This  would  be 
adequate  unless  the  problem  is  on  a grand  scale.  In  some  areas  in  central  Montana  broadcast 
spraying  may  be  necessary  such  as  in  Judith  Basin  and  Fergus  Counties.  The  Montana  County 
Noxious  Weed  Management  Act  would  require  Aliamoni  to  develop  a revegeiaiion  and  weed 
control  plan  for  approval  by  the  weed  board  of  each  county  crossed.  In  Wyoming,  we 
recommend  that  the  environmental  inspector  dciermiite  what  type  of  weed  control,  if  any,  is 


4B-7 


r(ir  .ind  >’(tXC  lijvc  0|>CMim{!  .ind  iii.nnicnnncc  pinni  lli.ii  comply  uiih  llic  DOT 
fcpulaiiont  and  applicable  state  irpulaioty  rcquitcincnis  To  ilie  eilcni  necessary,  these  plans 
would  be  revised  to  incorporate  the  new  project  facitiiics. 

1 he  project  is  Jesigned  so  that  all  raciliiies  can.  in  conjunction  with  the  eiisimg  pijvline, 
be  moniiored,  conitollcd,  and  operated  in  a safe  and  reliable  manner  through  a telemetry  system 
linked  to  PGT  and  PG&E  gas  control  centers.  The  system  operation  does  not  require  hour 
niamtenance/opeiation  personnel  at  the  sites;  however,  under  normal  operating  conJittons, 
maintenance  personnel  generally  inspect  compressor  and  delivery  sites  daily  during  the  vork 
week.  Other  facility  sties  are  checked  on  an  established  schedule. 

Operating  personnel  live  in  communities  along  ihe  system  so  that  they  can  reach  any  area 
within  a shon  period,  in  case  of  an  emergency  or  malfunction.  All  rquipmeni  conuining  moving 
parts,  such  as  the  compressors,  receive  periodic  maintenance  on  a scheduled,  time-of-use  basis. 
The  pipeline  nghi  of-way  is  surveyed  on  a set  schedule  for  evidence  of  leaks,  erosion  damage, 
and  righi'Of-way  encroachment.  The  pipeline  is  routinely  monitored  for  corrosion  control. 

Trees  would  be  periodically  removed  along  a 40  foot-wide  strip  above  the  pipeline. 
When  these  iiees  are  2-3  inches  diameter  at  breast  height  (dbh)  they  would  be  mechanically  cul, 
chipped  into  pieces  less  than  3 inches  long,  and  scattered  over  the  right-of-way.  PCT/PG&E 
would  allow  natural  tevegeuiion  to  occur  over  the  remainder  (approiimaiely  60  feel)  of  the 
right-of-way,  This  procedure,  although  in  place  for  the  eaisling  pipeline,  was  never  performed 
due  to  delays  in  the  espccted  clearing  and  looping  of  Ihe  expansion  project.  PGT  has  found 
evidence  of  wind  erosion  in  certain  areas  of  sandy  soil.  On  occasion,  wind  uncovers  short 
$f|menis  of  pipe.  Revegeiation  of  the  disturbed  area  has  proven  to  be  the  most  successful 
approach  to  maintaining  necessary  pipe  cover. 

Herbicides  would  not  be  used  for  right-of-way  maintenance.  Regulatory  agency-approved 
herbicides  would  be  used  to  control  vegetation  in  the  fenced,  aboveground  facilities.  These  areas 
include  unpaved  portions  of  compressor  stations,  meienng  stations,  and  valve  lots. 

To  faciliuie  repairs,  equipment,  tools,  pretested  pipe,  and  other  repair  materials  for 
emergency  use  ate  stored  at  existing  maintenance  bases  located  along  Ihe  pipeline.  In  addition, 
preietied  pipe  is  currently  stockpiled  at  two  storage  sites  near  critical  locations  that  are  not 
accessible  to  heavy  trucks  during  adverse  weather  conditions.  These  two  sites  are  located  in 
Thinymile  Canyon  (east  of  Ihe  John  Day  River)  and  Pine  Canyon  (west  of  Ihe  John  Day  River). 
Sections  of  pipe  and  other  repair  materials  for  the  12  loops  would  also  be  stored  at  exislint 
locations. 


2.3.6  Future  Plans 

Abandonment  of  Facilities.  PGT  and  PG&E  have  no  plans  to  abandon  existing  or 
proposed  facilities.  Should  the  pipeline  be  abandoned,  the  pipe  would  cither  be  abandoned  in 
place  or  removed  and  salvaged.  Compressor  stations  and  related  facilities  would  also  be 
dismantled  and  ulvaged.  Concrete  and  pavement  would  be  broken  up  and  disposed  of  in  an 
approved  disposal  area  or  left  in  place.  Pipe  insulled  in  rivers,  creeks,  and  lakes  would 


2-41 


LA-7 


Ovrkull.  WirMiiing  U42b 


February  26.  1991 


Hr.  Laurence  J.  Sautet . Jr. 
Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  OPPR 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
625  North  Capitol  Street.  NE 
Hashington.  DC  20426 

Dear  Hr . Sautet : 


HbCEIVlHu  BV 
NIR  0 5 li.l 

CDHniUCt  miOl' 
uuniswMOt 


Re:  Docket  No.  CP90*1)75  0,  Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company 

After  reviewing  the  EIS  and  listening  to  and  reading  some  of  the 
consents  about  it,  I would  like  to  add  my  views  on  the  matter. 


LA4'I 


I can  see  no  reason  why  Altamont  should  not  be  permitted  to  route 
their  transmission  pipeline  across  South  Pass.  It  seems  to  me 
that  they  have  addressed  most  situations  that  might  possibly 
arise,  and  can  move  through  the  ai  with  an  absolute  minimum  of 
temporary  damage,  and  no  permanent  marring  of  any  historical  or 
environmentally  sensitive  areas. 


Some  comments  I have  read  speak  of  access  roads  and  parallel 
pipelines.  From  what  1 see,  only  one  line  is  being  addressed 
here  and  they  plan  to  use  the  pipeline  right*of-way  as  access.  I 
am  as  sensitive  to  preservation  of  historical  sites  as  the  next 
man.  but  I also  must  be  responsive  to  the  needs  of  my  community 
and  out  state.  The  area  through  which  the  pipeline  passes  will 
derive  great  economic  benefit  from  its  construction. 


Since  no  one  has  shown  that  there  will  be  permanent  damage  to  the 
area  in  guestion,  I most  emphatically  voice  my  opinion  in  favor 
of  the  South  Pass  right-of-way. 


LA4-1 


{Town  of  Creybull,  Crrybull,  Wyoming] 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Hike  Sul  1 ivan 


TULELAKE  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

* P O BOX 

TufetAL*  Cil.lornu  VeiW 

Phune  4lb-M7  2244 
March  I,  1991 


Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
025  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  OC  20426 

ATTENTION:  Ms.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 

Docket  Nos.  CP89-460-0Ot  and  CP90-1375-000 
Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 

of  oo!T!  this  District's  statement 

of  our  position  regarding  the  time  schedule  for  pipeline  in- 
the  Tulelake,  California  area  in  connection 
with  the  above  referenced  docket  numbers. 

to  prevent  disruption  of  cropping  and  irrigation 
IX  should  be  initiated  no  earlier  than  November 

It  T?  tK®**  '"I  ‘Construction  during  the  period 

of  March  15  through  November  15  could  damage  crops  or  prevent 
irrigation  during  a critical  time  of  the  year. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  regard. 


Sincerely, 

TULELAKE  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 
Earl  C.  Danosky,  Manager 

ECDtdlw 

cc;  Hark  C.  Kalpin,  PGT/PGfcE  Explansion  Proiect 
Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.,  Altamont  Project 


[Tulelake  Irrigalion  Distrkl,  Tulelake,  Califoruial 


LA5-1  Thank  you  for  this  ioformaUon.  The  PG&E  facilities  in  California  are  not  under  FERC'i 
jurisdiction.  On  December  27.  1990,  the  California  Public  Utilities  Comniission  (CPUC) 
auihoriied  the  constniciion  of  the  PG&E  facilities  in  California.  This  auihohzaiion  was 
conditioned  on  PC&E's  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  which  the  CPUC  Jeiermined 
would  minimize  or  eliminate  signilicanl  environmental  impacts. 


LA-9 


LA-10 


(Klamalh  Irrigallon  District,  Klamath  Falls,  Oirgon] 


KIAMAIU  IttiailOh  DISItKI 

rCAoauwnciB  omct 
6640  KlO  UW<  -|SO3|0a2«6ei 
HLMMTMF4US  OfCOCn  67600 


February  28, 


1991 


Ha.  Loia  Caahell,  Secretary 
Federal  Cneray  Reguiatory  Coosiaaion 
B2i  North  Capital  Sc..  N.E. 
Uaahift|ton  O.C.  20(i26 


KL.  CoMtenca  - Ducket  CP  e9-<.60-00l 
Docket  CP  90-I37S-0OU 


Dear 


Caahel 1 : 


Klaata 


h Irrigation  Diatrict  entered  into  Contract  No.  I4-06-2U0- 
itled  AMENDATORY  CONTHACT  BETMtEW  THE  UNITED  STATES  OF 
A AND  THE  iqAKATII  IRHICATIOH  01  STRICT  in  I95<.,  ul.icli  trjiiH- 
ihe  operation  and  maintenance  ul  the  D canul  to  the 


Diatrict. 


LAS- 1 


Irrig 

throu 


Our 


April  1 


LA6-1  Thank  you  for  this  inrormalion. 


tion  concerning  the  propoaed  projecta. 


Hark  Kirkpatrick 
Laurence  Sauter 


P.C. 


(vnuixici  r»oi[ct 

To:  Secretary,  federal  Ener(y  Regulatory  Cowlaalqn  IKUTUS tlMCH 

Fr:  > 


Bonner  County  Weed  Superintendent 
Re:  Faclflc  Ca*  Tranaaleelon  Pipeline  Projecca 


If  you  have  any  queetlone  regarding  these  coMcme.  please  let  ae  knov. 
JEB/aJl 

ce:  Hr.  Hark  C.  Kalpln 


LA- 11 


(Bonner  County  Noatous  Weed  Control,  Sandpolnl,  Idaho) 


Thank  you  for  your  comtnem.  Your  concerns  are  addressed  in  Chaplen  4B  and  6,  and 
staffs  recommended  micigaiion  measures. 


fwKJOCX:  COUNT' 


LA- 12 


CUNTON  ■.  gnifNMNH 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
303  West  Street 
AUrfas,  CA  96101 

RtCEIVED  BY 

March  1.  1991 

MIR  0 h I9VI 


uauc  e.  waiOHr 

cuiiM  11 — nvn-M* 


ENtlfiOkllMIA  OWPliARCl  UJ  flOlitr 
tUllSlS^UIICH 

Ms.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary  r> 

Pederal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  • > 

625  North  Capitol  Street.  N.E.  ■' 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

Re:  Docket  Nos.  CP89'460-001 
CP90-1375-000 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell, 

I welcome  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  e'IS  L 
for  the  P.C.T.  - P.G.E.  Pipeline  Expansion  Project. 

Landowners  in  Modoc  County  are  very  concerned  about  the 
real  possibility  of  the  introduction  and/or  spread  of 
nematode  pests  by  vehicles  and  machinery  during  the 
construction  of  the  Project. 

The  three  nematodes  of  main  concern  in  the  area  are  the 
Columbia  root>knot  nematode,  Meloidoovne  chi twoodi ■ the 
barley  root-knot  nematode,  Heloldogyne  naasi . and  the 
northern  root-knot  nematode,  Meloidoovne  hapla . All  are 
known  to  exist  in  areas  of  both  the  California  and  Oregon 
portions  of  the  Tulelake  basin.  Once  a field  is  infested, 
this  pest  cannot  be  eradicated  and  control  measures  are 
slowly  disappearing  due  to  EPA  and  California  Department  of 
Food  & Agriculture  cancellations  of  effective  control 
materials. 

Infestations  of  these  destructive  nematodes  in 
production  agricultural  land  results  In  increased  production 
costs,  reduced  yields,  and  reduction  of  land  value.  For 
this  reason,  landowners  take  precautions  to  prevent  the 
spread  of  the  pest  from  Infested  land  to  non-lnfested  land 
Certified  seed  potatoes  are  grown  in  some  areas  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  route  and  even  a small  population  of 
nematodes  renders  that  ground  unusable  for  certified  seed 
production . 


LAS- 


After  the  existing  natural  gas  pipeline  transmission 
system  was  constructed,  nematode  infestations  were 
discovered  in  land  not  previously  known  to  be  Infested.  The 
infestations  were  found  along  the  pipeline  right  of  way, 
strongly  suggesting  the  pest  was  introduced  or  spread  by 


{Modoc  County  Department  of  Agriculture,  Alturu,  California] 


Thank  you  for  this  informalion.  See  revised  Chapter  4 and  6.  For  iuues  in  CaJifomia, 
response  to  Comment  LAS-1. 


LA»-1 

(ODOL) 


I Strongly  recommend  that  the  EIS  clearly  states  that 
construction  equipment  and  vehicles  will  bo  sterilized  prior 
to  entering  Hodoc  County  and  prior  to  moving  from  one 
separate  field  to  another. 

Sincerely , 

tJL~h^  a. 

Clinton  B.  Greenbank.  Agricultural  Commissioner 
CBC:vk 

CCt  Mr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin 

Mr.  Laurence  J.  Santer.  Jr. 


LA-13 


RtCEIVED  BY  ORIGINAL  LA-14 


fi--3tr*l  iheroy  ator  y 

S.'5  North  Capitol  Strtat,  14. £. 
tiashii.gtot.,  O.C.  rm.’a 


r 


|L«vt  Beds  Resource  Conservation  Districl,  Wasblogton,  D.C.| 


See  response  to  Comment  LAS-1. 
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January  39,  1991 


Board  of  Commissioners 


AdnMsUauon 

1130NW  Hamnidn/ Bend 01*900  97701 
15031388-6570 

Dick  Maudlin 
Tom  Throop 
Nancy  Pope  Schlanget) 


Ca.holl,  Secretory 

"®9ul«toty  Coumission 
fi25  North  Capitol  Street  NE 
Naahlngton,  D.c.  20126 

Ml  pocket  No.  CP89-160-001 

PCT‘pGtE°2f  Traneolaalon  Company 
PGT-PG6C  Pipeline  Erpanalon 


Dear  Ka.  CashelU 


LAIO-I 


pi:Jic“  c^o^'r  “ - °ior-“x"E-r“ 

OBun  salon  a draft  Environmental  'Xacrs“t"t‘e.e'nr” 


=o.^eriL°of'"tL'E“.rro’n.VntM‘?.“^^^^^^^  “»  ^ppp  prompt 


LAIO-1 


BOCCjaib 


(Deschules  Counly  Board  of  Commissioners,  Bend,  Oregon! 


Thank  you  for  your  commcni. 


Docket  Nos. 

Pacific  Cas  Transnission  Conpany  ) CP89~4£0-001 

Altanont  Cas  Transaission  Company  ) CP90-1 175-000 


This  pa^e  is  for  vlilTTeM  COKHENT#  on  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altainont 
Natural  Cas  Pipeline  ProTects  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS) . These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  hr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Homday,  March  4, 
l*«l.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  CIS. 


Meeting  Location:. 
Commenter's  Name  i 


Billinas.  MT 


P(^  Ml 


7^0  <r-%  Iq>-^  Oif-  u/flM-liA 

(Fm  Joc)  fk  h 


y 


— o'f^  Soc^o 

5^0  ^ io  TOLHii-h^s- 

<!■¥£->?  1^  Utfv-U  Or-  ^ 'hf' 

^ /n y /h  is  ftk^f  "fy 

✓>.<+/  /s  Lx~r<:Fits  • 


^ rj  k>^<T>rs  . / ■ -vLi 

isjv^  toiik  -iU.  UsT  9-f  l>A.ck'  iki 


LA-17 


iSliliwater  County  Commissioners,  Columbus,  Montana) 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  The  EIS  acknowledges  that  local  permitting  authonties  have  the 
responsibility  for  determining  whether  county  and  local  road  crossings  would  be  open-cut  or 
bored.  See  Table  1-4  and  Chapter  4i. 


Comment  noted.  Please  see 


maienal  added  to  Chapter  4G. 


Slli:i{lMAlN  COUNIY 

MO  COURT  STREET 
MONO  OREGON  970J9 
FAX  MS  3312 


Hr.  Hark  C.  Kalpln 
PCT/PCEC  Expansion  Project 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coa 
62)  North  Capitol  Street  HE 
Uathlngton.  DC  20<i26 

Dear  Sir: 


RECEIVED  BY 

MAf)  1 I U I 

iriPMU'RiM  ccuRtu»;i  uj  frchci 

AMTSIS  CR’.ll'l 


Itlng  to  you 


River  Ares  In  south' 
was  Installed  In  chi 

pipelines.  This  oU 

riood  probleos  down  Thirty  Hlle  Creek,  t 
Ho  aentlon  Iron  data  gathered  of  flood  p 
old  route  Is  dangerous  for  the  pipeline 
given  CO  pulling  out  the  old  pipeline  an 
proposed  pipeline  In  a different  locacloi 
safe  for  Che  existing  line  and  there  has 
It  then  this  :fx>uld  indicate  that  It  Is  n 
pipeline  on  the  existing  right-of-way  In 
plpellnr 


igarding  the  PCT  project  involving  the  John  Day 
.her«an  County.  The  original  pipe  line,  which 
ly  19608  at  Pine  Hollow  has  rooa  for  two  aore 


>elli 


irlng  I 


riper 


■ ting  I 


„ .....  ...j  plpellni 

■ tly  than  using  the  John  Day  Varlai 
I Canyon  alternative. 


routing  It  along  the  new 
As  long  as  Che  present  route  : 

nable  to  put  Che  additional 
t Hollow.  Aasualng  Che 
uld  be  able  to  spend  aore 
jre  the  stability  of  both 
■ck  up  Pine  Hollow  would  be 
1 with  or  without  Che 


federally  designated  Wild  t 


d Scei 


This 


<ould  leave  long-tcra  scars  (ai 
low  soil  rehabilitation,  steep 
dry  cllaate  would  delay  recovery  tloe  for 
eed-free  Bsterlal  brought  In 
Doth  Che  John  Day  Varlaclt 
resent  probleas  with  surplus 


r pic 


crossing  at  HP3S8. 

indscape 


'alls 


anyon  i 

he  area.  Sheraan  County  would 
0 bed  the  pipeline.  This  la 
route  and  the  Hannsfln  Canyon 
xcavated  aaterlal. 


LAI2>2|  Our  cholc 


>hn  Day  Varl4 


V pipeline 
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ISherman  Counijr,  Moro,  Orvgon] 


LA12-1  Thank  you  for  your  commeiu.  Please  see  revised  Chapter*  4A,  4B.  and  4L. 


LA  f 2-2 


Thank  you  for  your  input.  See  revised  Chapter  6. 


lamath  County  Board  of  Commissioners 


COUATHOUSE  annex  — 30S  M 


0 - KIAMAIH  FALIS  OREGON  9 


February'  4,  1991 


kP. 

Ms.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  " 

825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

Re:  Docket  Ho.  CP89-460-001 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
PCT-PC4E  Pipeline  Expansion 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell : 

On  May  30,  1990,  the  Klamath  County  Commissioners  approved 
resolution  number  90-085  (attached),  in  support  of  the 
PGT-PC6E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project,  kt  this  time,  we  would 
want  to  reaffirm  to  you  our  support  of  the  project. 

On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Klamath  County,  we  encouraoe 

completion  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and  the  approval  so  that  the  Certificate  of  Public  Conve- 
thl2  issue*!  for  the  construction  of 

this  important  project. 

Host  sincerely. 


Klamath  County  Board  of  Commissioners 


Enclosure 


LA-20 


(Klamalh  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon] 


LA13-1 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  No  response  required. 


COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


KUkMATH  COUNTY,  OREGON 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF  SUPPORTING 
AND  ENDORSING  THE  PCT-PC4E 
PIPELINE  EXPANSION  PROJECT  IN 
KLAMATH  COUNTY,  OREGON 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


c<«^ 


I-  o.f-'ir 


WHEREAS,  Pacific  Gas  Transaisslon  Company  Is  seeking  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  approval  to  expand  its  natural  gas  pipe- 
line facilities  from  the  Canadian-United  States  boundary  to  serve  grow- 
ing natural  gas  markets  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  California;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  PCT-PC4E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  is  the  most 
economical  way  to  bring  low-cost  Canadian  natural  gas  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  region  and  the  expansion  will  provide  increased  access  to 
''***»  i^J'^'term  Canadian  natural  gas  supplies  to  the  Paclfio  Northwest 
thereby  benefiting  the  environment,  local  residents,  commercial  and  in- 
dustrial natural  gas  customers  in  the  region;  and 

sound  Expansion  Project  is  environmentally 

i ^ existing  rights-of-way  to  parallel  the  existing  system 
Which  has  performed  admirably  during  the  26  years  of  its  operation;  and 

. whmeas,  the  pipeline  expansion  will  contribute  to  the  local 
property  t.«  t.v.nuee  to  the  couotles  through 

Ulinee  P‘P0“"0  expensloh  has  s full  set  of  custosers 

^ 'u  ^*r  all  costs  of  the  project  and  utility  and  non-utility 
dSieScJe.Jte*  «n  ograeosht  resoluing  ell  issues  hetween  thes; 

tS:  ;to5e«'’?y'f;o:rj.«[e"”  “-‘t-nt  m 


f.  « HOW.  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  the  Klamath  Board  of 
Exoanslon^rfV°?**^®d^'*^^^  supports  and  endorses  the  PCT-PC4B  Pipeline 
“d  ’■'““"I  EPPrgy  Begul.tory  conolsLon  to 

n tM  uJoi^«  e.peditlously  th.  sppllo.tloh  so  that  construction 
I cne  project  nay  commence  in  a timsly  fashion. 


LA-21 


February  6,  1991 


Ms.  toie  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Com&ieslon 
025  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC  20426 

Re:  Docket  No.  CP89-460-001 

Pacific  Gas  Transalsslon  Cospany 
PGT-PGE  Pipeline  Expansion 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 

In  June  of  last  year,  the  Coiu&issioners  of  Umatilla  County 
approved  a resolution  (attached)  in  support  of  the  PGT-PGE 
Pipeline  Expansion  Project.  At  this  tine,  during  the  public 
comment  period  for  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comnlsslon's 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  we  want  to  reaffirm  to  you 
our  support  for  this  project. 

LAI4-l|  On  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  Umatilla  County,  we  urge  your  prompt 
I completion  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  review  and 
I approval  so  that  construction  of  the  PGT-PGE  Expansion  Project 
I can  commence  construction  in  a timely  manner. 

Sincerely, 

UMATILLA  COUNTY 


Emile  Holeman 


LA-22 


(UmalilU  CouDly  Beard  of  Commissioners,  Pendleton,  Oregon] 


LA14-I 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  No  response  required. 


OEFOPE  IME  (>''Arr>  r-UITF  CCIUlISSICM'lEilS  nr  . ii  I 
rcn  IIIA.-ILLA  COUHTY  ' • ' 

nr  THE  riATTER  or  SLTronrnio  ;.;id  » ^ 

EnooRsnic  the  FOT-rctE  pifelihe  > 

EXPMISIOII  project  j 


IHiEREAS,  il 
Company  has  hee 
•nvironnancal ly 


rarly  thirty  years 
itinq  in  Umatilla 
:perAClon: 


Pacific  cas  Transmission 
County  they  have  had  an 


MHERCAS.  the  proposed  pipe] 
their  existin9  right-of-way; 


ion  will  stay  within 


WHEREAS,  the  proposed  pipeline  expansion 
increase  service  capAbility: 


will  enhance  and 


WHEREAS,  the  pipeline  rypmsion  win 
Umatilla  County  witli  increased  tax  revenue; 


realdents  of 


fully 
and  u 
appro 
proje 


RESOLVED,  that  the  UmAtilla  County  Board  of  ComBissloners 
supports  and  endorses  the  PGT-PCtE  Pipeline  Expansion  Project 
irges  the  FeOcrnl  Energy  regulatory  Commission  to  review  and 
ve  expeditiously  the  aoplicatlon  so  that  construction  of  the 
ct  nay  commence  in  a timely  fashion. 


DATED  this  )i0^ay 


WILLIAM  S.  HAHSELL,  CHAIR 

^{jI  1 ’•/ii. 


CLCIIII  YOUKCltAtl 
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tH‘^'‘f(eO-OOf  ^ (lf'iO-/73S-trro 

IN  "mE  COWTY  CXWRT  OF  -niE  STATE  OF  ORfDON 

FiiEP  w*  ' ' on 

IN  AND  fOR  THE  C(XmY  CF  WASCO  :;*l  'l\ 

1 nfV.'SI 


m TIE  KMTER  (F  SUPPCRTnC  THE  ) 
PGT-PCtE  PIPELINE  DtPANSItW  ) 
PBQIBCT.  I 


R E 'll  I 

EAlltL  ..I,  7-  M" 

»IERE«,  p„mc  Co„p.„E  I, 


ENergy  BoguLitory  ctmuission  approval  to  expand  ita  natural  gas  ^ 
pipeline  facilities  froa  the  Canadian-U.S.  Boundary  to  servo  groSij^ 
natural  gas  narkets  in  the  Pacific  Northuest  and  Calllbmla,  and^  5 

MIEREas.  Ttie  POT-PUE  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  is  the  «>st 
eoonomical  way  to  bring  addltitxial  rpiantitlea  of  loiecost  Canadian 
natural  gas  to  the  Pacific  ItortlKest  region  and  the  expansion  will 
provide  increased  access  to  vast,  long-tena  Canadian  natural  gas 
suiplies  to  the  Pacific  Itortlaaist,  thereby  benefitir^  the 
environsent,  local  residents,  annercial  and  industrial  natural  gas 
custoners  In  the  region;  and 

WdllEAS,  the  PCIUPGSE  ENpansicxi  Project  Is  envirtarontally 
Kxsid,  utlllring  existing  tlght^f-way  to  parallel  the  existing 
system,  which  has  perfomed  adalrably  during  the  30  years  of  its 
Operation;  and 


MIEREAS,  the  pipeline  expansion  wUl  contribute  to  the  local 
ectx<x,v  and  increase  property  tax  revenues  to  the  Countle.  through 
«4iich  it  passes;  and 

WIEREAS,  the  pipeline  expansion  has  a full  set  of  custraiers 
willing  to  bear  all  costs  of  the  project  and  utility  and  non-utiUty 
shlipers  have  signed  an  agteoeent  resolving  all  issues  betveen  thm, 
demnstrating  the  need  for  the  project  «xl  the  unity  and  axsnltment 
to  the  project  by  those  parties. 


///// 


to 


LA-24 


(Wasco  County  Court,  Wasco,  Oregoa] 


LA  IS- 1 


Thank  you  for  youf  comrnenl.  No  response  required. 


LA15-1 

(COOL) 


NOW,  THDlirORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVQ):  TTiat  ttie  Hasoo  Cbunty  Qaurt 
fully  Gupfxirts  and  endorses  tlie  PCT-PCkE  Pipelirte  &(pansian  Project 
and  urges  tlw  federal  Qieiqy  Regulatory  CDnnlssion  to  review  and 
arprove  ejfteditlously  t)«  application  so  that  construction  of  the 
project  iTuy  cawneroe  in  a timely  fashion. 

DONE  AND  DATES  THIS  20th  day  of  February.  1991. 

MAsco^tfOumr  court 


APPRCMED  AS  TO  POIM: 


Banvard  L.  9nith 

VbsQO  county  District  Attorney 


Groups  and  Individuals  Comments 


Groups  and  Individuals  Comments 


/ 

\ 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 


•Nm# 


GIl  Larry  Higby  GI-1 

GI2  Ronald  Lund,  Oregon-Califomia  Trails  Association,  Wyoming  GI-3 

GI3  Larry  Means GI-5 

G14  A.D.  Kesselheim,  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council GI-7 

G15  Friends  of  Wild  Wyoming  Deserts GI-9 

GI6  Todd  Guenther GI-1 7 

GI7  Loren  Jost,  Fremont  County  Historical  Preservation  Commission GI-20 

GI8  Lavinia  Dobler,  Friends  of  South  Pass GI-22 

GI9  Thomas  A.  Bell GI-24 

GIIO  Maggi  Layton,  Fremont  County  Historical  Society GI-27 

Gill  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  GI-28 

GI12  Wyoming  Chapter  Sierra  Club GI-30 

GIl 3 Wind  River  Multiple  Use  Advocates  GI-31 

GI14  Stephen  J.  Tyler GI-33 

GI15  Northern  Arapaho  Tribe GI-34 

GI16  Wyoming  Outdcxjr  Council  GI-35 

GI17  KOVE/KDLY  Radio GI-38 

G1I8  Kent  Simon GT41 

GI19  Marlys  A.  Bias  GT42 

GI20  Claudia  Page GI-43 

GI21  Bertha  Albright  GT44 

G122  James  G.  Gores GI-45 

GI23  Oregon-Califomia  Trails  Association,  Archaeology  Committee  GI-47 

GI24  Lorraine  Warpness  GI-49 

GI25  National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation  GI-50 

GI26  Jay  A.  McFarland GI-57 

GI27  Lennis  1.  Galliher GT59 

GI28  Neil  Hauff GI-60 

GI29  Wyoming  Wilderness  Coalition GI-61 

GOO  Michael  Massie  GI-65 

GI31  Eva  Mclntash  GI-68 

GI32  William  C.  Sniffin  GI-69 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (continued) 
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G148 
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GI-99 
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Gl-103 
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GI- 


(Larry  Hlgby) 


GII-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


GI-2 
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(cox.) 


loa*  ahead  Moold  turn  red  I Wo  aunt  'T^IITK  our''a7  a-ieid. 

My  major  imiv.'o  jol -a  av-i*  t*  e yire  Is  that  theae  panicky  erltloa 
are  flratf  last*  and  aluaya  obitruot  nolsto.  For  tho  aaka  of 
era  !i-tol:ine  t-ulr  pai  tleular  tj'.latod  feotor  ofthe  enrkonnent*  tJ^oy 
distort*  lBia.-tne*  and  o" -ry  o-nc*e»ab’o  sxe.se  tJ  atrp 

any^hln4;  o.*  >inytt:*n9  * 'Ssle  a-  eei-e  to  ne  to  oe  the  prlieary  objoetlre 
of  tne  proooss,  ■'3r*c<‘  It  to  c'eath"! 

In  eviiluutln^  this  B.l.S.  O^ti^ale  Judr^caont  a-iould  be  used  to 
ealoulate  the  eortpropdaea  and  trade-offa  for  the  reaxlmua  benefit  of 
■oiUcliid  unJ  all  r^jlatsd  envronnjntal  f etors. 

Rtarnally  aznendlnj  •to  e and  more  of  o>jp  eff'>rt  -n  lesser  anu  tk- 
leseer  InereaentJ  e;iB  only  be  self  defbatlng*  The  Fetish  of  theS.I«3* 
^e^d  veluoble  b->rd  plann'n^  dat^  and  tha  ' Row  "u'llr-on’’  of  pseu<jo 
aiivlroansntalln  will  not  suni  or%  ua  and  the  animal  worldf  Ror  will 
It  support  the  new  llvse  baln^  added  due  t ' the  broaka  i-tl  of 
reeponslble  eooial  struetura*  Tio  mot^loal  and  eer  MOiual  sl<9ilfLoanee 
of  the  B.l.S.  la  'jnproduetiea* 

ABout  thia  pipeline!  few  people  axsept  deliberate  aeekera  wtll 
ever  notice  the  eroseln^  of  the  pipeline  and  the  trail  at  tb"  hlsh 
*ay  eroastii^;*  Very  fun  vill  area  notioe  it  farther  out*  fte 
looatlone  are  yary  '.n  ootleaible  • with  toehnoloijloal  ooi  eot 
restoratl  '.'n* 

dtre>a  orosslnge  are  denonstrebly  restorable  > by  Intellgent 
effort  > not  neoessarlXy  by  a pleea  of  oapar. 

Oeolotfloal  fsultc  nd  tilde  areas  asH  bs  taohr.olo^leally  Isolated 
for  Inataat  tLatoff. 

At  a tlfeloniMiuDter*  I ebserrs  naxlonin  osslallct  on  bj  ^ane  XP 
tJina  And  hesen  a'anbera  do  .ot  rodi,oa  food  eapaolty*  'ilie  tourlat 
promotion  of  tna  So-ith  Past  Aria  will  hava  a far  :.;r2r.tip  Jnpact  f an 
tro  plpallns.  ’ftiy  not  keep  TRO!  outT  Vfhere  la  TJtBlR  B.I.S.t 

All  oftbese  tn  nga  should  be  rslatlvo*  end  IH  oontext  instead^ 
dittorta<^ly  Irawa  OUT  of  oontaxb 


lliank  You 


Lawrenee  H.  (Larry)  Hl<^b;' 
I6d/.  milercot  di*iva, 
Lndsr  Wy  a'>5'0 


WV^OMIIsTO  cmaf»te:r 

ORBCKi'W- A TRaStS  aSSOCSAXEQN 

P.O.  Ucjx  *0121  Caspur,  .*yo(t  Ini  02604 


COii:iUriTl>  on  the  DL’IS  Ro<)drjinq  fh<» 
Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project, 
February  26,  l‘>9l 

PKL'SLNTCD  at  the  DEIS  Public  Hearing  In  Riverton,  Wyoming 


Hy  name  I3  RonaU  R.  Lund.  I an  the  President  of  the  Wyoming  Chapter 
of  the  Oregon-CdUfornio  Trails  Association.  I have  been  asked  to 
comment  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Wyoming  Chapter  as 
well  as  on  behalf  of  the  Officers  and  tne  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
national  organization  of  the  Cregon-Cal Ifornia  Trails  Association. 

The  primary  purposes  of  OCTA  include  the  protection  and  preservation 
of  the  national  historic  trails  and  to  promote  education  about  those 
trails.  For  those  reasons,  OCTA  has  a significant  interest  in  this 
pipeline  project.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  offers 
essentially  seven  alternatives,  six  alternate  routes  and  the 
No-Action  Alternative." 

If  the  "No-Action  Alternative"  is  chosen,  this  pipeline  would  not  be 
approved  and  there  would  be  no  threat  to  the  trails  from  that  source. 
of^^TA*^*'^*  course,  be  an  acceptable  option  from  the  point  of  view 


OUl 


The  six  alternate  routes,  published  in  the  DEIS,  all  cross  the  Oregon, 
California,  Hormon,  and  Pony  Express  Trails  at  least  twice.  In 
previous  communications,  on  behalf  of  the  Wyoming  Chapter  of  OCTA,  I 
had  suggested  that  a route  be  studied  that  closely  followed  the 
Highway  28  right  of  way,  preferably  to  the  west  of  the  highway.  Such 
a route  could  possibly  avoid  the  main  trails  entirely.  That 
suggestion  was,  apparently,  not  given  serious  consideration  and  was 
not  discussed  in  the  DEIS. 


we  are,  therefore,  left  with  making  a judgement  on  which  parts  of  the 
trail  have  the  greatest  historic  and  cultural  value.  As  we  have 
indicated  in  multiple  previous  communications,  OCTA  believes  that  the 
rtr.-,!  through  the  South  Pass  region  and  its  immediate  environs  should 

On-2  be  avoided.  That  the  summit  of  South  Pass  is  a special  site  is 

I undisputed  amongst  historians,  and  this  point  seems  to  be  recognized 
I in  the  DEIS.  We  continue  to  urge  that  the  pipeline  not  pass  throuqh 
I the  South  Pass  region.  *wugT 

The  Jeffrey  City  Variation,  the  Alkali  Butte  Variation,  and  the 
Northern  Utilities  Variation  all  fullfil  this  quality  of  avoiding  the 


GI-3 


fRonald  Lund,  Oregon-Callfomia  Trails  Association,  Wyoming] 


G12'l  The  Route  28  Variation  was  designed  and  included  in  the  EIS  in  response  to  this  suggesuoa. 

Tliis  variation  would  not  avoid  crossing  the  Oregon-Mormon  Trail. 


GQ-2  The  Proposed  route  has  been  realigned  to  avoid  crossing  the  South  Pass  NHL  (which  includes 

the  South  Pass  Summit). 


Gl-4 


OU-3  I South  PUS  ro-jion. 
I vjrlitions.  jnJ  we 


We  v/oulii  not  object  to  uny  of 
woulO  uc'ie  tiMt  one  of  tha.ii  be 


012-4 


However,  If  it  shouM  luppen  that  none  of  the  ajove  variations  are 
cliosen,  then  we  are  loft  to  confront  the  lesser  of  three  evils,  be 
continue  to  oppose  the  ori-;lnal  route  proposal  because  of  its  path 
throu-m  pristine  environ, nent  near  th  t trails  anJ  because  it  cor.es  «uch 
too  closa  to  tile  South  Pass  Su.iiwit  anO  to  the  Pacific  Springs  area, 
vie  also  nave  concern  about  the  crossing  of  the  .nain  trail  itself  south 
of  the  Pacific  Springs  area. 


OIJ.S  I tb.  -Route  28  Variation-  tetalnn  all  of  tlte  disadvantages  of  the 

-ntoposed-  route  and  »akas  things  even  votse  bv  plowing  through  more 
1 historic  areas.  This  variation  does  hot  seem  to  offer  any  advantages, 
I and  we  urge  its  rejection. 


The  realignment  of  the  ‘proposed  route",  as  suggested  by  FERC  staff  on 
page  4N-7,  represents,  as  we  have  previously  stated,  a significant 
improvement  over  the  original  ‘proposed  route".  It  moves  farther  away 
from  the  sumolt  and  from  Pacific  Springs,  it  avoids  a disturbing 
crossing  of  the  main  trail  by  boring  at  the  same  location  as  the 
existing  highway  crossing.  However  it  retains  all  of  the  other 
problems  of  the  original  proposed  route. 

OD-6  I In  summary:  U)  We  urge  that  the  pipeline  not  be  routed  through  the 
South  Pass  area.  (2)  If  we  fall  in  that  request,  then  we  would 
1 prefer  the  FERC  staff  modification  of  the  proposed  route  to  the 
I remaining  alternatives. 

Thank  you  for  providing  this  opportunity  for  comment. 

Ronald  R.  Lund  — V.- 

President,  Wyoming  Chapter  of  OCTA 


CI2-3 


Comment  noted. 


G12-4  See  Rciponje  to  Comment  GI2-2  above. 


GI2-5  We  agree  that  this  variation  should  be  rejected. 


GI2-6 


Thank  you  for  your  commenti.  The  ‘FERC  staff  modification*  was  adopted  by  Altamool 
November  1990,  and  is  now  the  proposed  route. 


FEBPUAPY  26,  1991 


Means;  I live  In  Lander,  W/omtng,  and  am  a member  of 
the  Audubon  CoukII  of  Wyoming 


OD-2 
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The  Au^ibon  Council  of  Wyoming  Is  a representative  organization  of  some 
1 200  members  of  the  National  Audubon  Society  In  Wyoming. 

At  this  time,  I will  limit  my  comments  to  vegetative  and  riparian 
considerations  as  stated  In  the  OEIS. 

The  dooment  Is  very  poorly  laid  out  Much  of  the  Information  considers 
both  lines,  and  various  alternatives  It  Is  very  difficult  to  Identify  specific 
Information.  Also,  some  data  Is  absent  or  extremely  minimal  for  alternative 
routes  It  Is  also  obvious  that  sections  relating  to  soils  are  minimal  and  In 
some  cases,  mls*stated  As  an  example,  the  South  Pass  route  will  require 
much  more  blasting  than  stated  In  the  DEIS  I doubt  If  cores  of  any  type  were 
taken  on  this  variation.  Additionally,  how  and  where  will  the  rock  debris 
from  the  South  Pass  route  be  disposed  of  and  where  will  the  fill  and  topsoil 
come  from  for  the  filling  of  the  trench? 

In  ycxr  descriptions  of  soils,  streams,  and  vegetative  types  that  will  be 
crossed.  y«j  use  'rvige  lantf  and  'a^lcultuol  larxf  In  an  Inconsistent  mamer. 
In  some  cases  a reader  not  familiar  with  the  terrain  would  assime  that  there 
Is  arlcultiral  land  In  the  South  Pass  area 

The  Jeffrey  City  Alternative  was  not  studied  so  Intensively  as  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Much  more  data  Is  necessary  on  soils  and  vegetation 
before  an  informed  decision  on  the  best  altemallve  can  be  made. 

01M,  In  their  comments  Aring  the  a(»nlnlslratlve  period  of  writing  the 
OEIS,  provided  a wealth  of  Information  to  FERC  on  stream  crossings,  soils 


(continued) 


(Larry  Mean$| 


OD-l  Spoil  (ineloding  rock)  removed  from  the  trench  would  be  returned  to  the  trench.  Topsoil  would 

not  be  used  to  Ril  the  trench,  but  returned  as  the  surface  layer  Excess  rock  would  be  hauled 
away  to  a pre-approved  disposal  site.  See  revisions  to  Chapter  4B  and  new  Appendix  B-S. 


GD*2  We  disagree.  Within  the  limits  of  the  data  available  during  our  analysis,  all  of  the  routes  under 

consideration  were  subjected  to  the  same  level  of  scrutiny. 


We  disagree,  [ip  information  provided  by  the  BLM  has  been  ignored.  All  constructive 
comments  and  suggestions  provided  have  been  considered,  and  where  possible,  incorporated  into 
the  EIS.  Please  see  Page  2 of  the  BLM’s  comment  letter  on  the  DEIS  which  sutes 


GI-5 


GI-6 


Pa9e  Two 


GI30 


00-4 

OI3S 

GI3-6| 

Ot3-7 

Gr3-I 

GI3-9 

GDIO 


vtselatly.  typts.  rtseealng  ram.  lypea  of  plants  and  species  that  should  be 
used  In  revejetatlon  and  the  iKatlon  or  existing  roads  that  may  be  used  (or 
construction  pirposes  Much  of  this  Information  was  Ijwred  In  the  DCIS 
provided  for  ptlilic  comment  Vfhy  was  this  Information  I jxxed?  Theeuils 
the  land  manager  on  the  grocnd  (or  most  of  the  lands  within  the  Public 
Domain  and  their  expertise  Is  extensive  and  their  knowledge  critical  to  the 
success  of  this  project 

<Xr  recommendations  are  as  follow: 

I.  Revise  and  expand  the  DtlS  to  provide  equal  data  and  Information  on 
the  alternative  routes  for  Altamont 

2 Re-assess  the  adequacy  of  soils  Information  and  follow  tlvou^  with 
sufficient  Investigations  on  all  alternatives  so  that  cost  estimates  sid 
environmental  consetyiences  can  be  adequately  compared  (or  the  alternatives 

3.  The  alternative  selected  should  not  be  based  on  only  cost 
considerations  The  adverse  visual  Impacts  [short  and  long  term)  In  m sea 
»ich  as  South  Pass  should  be  avoided  The  alternative  selected  should  cross 
a minimum  of  streams  and  wetland  areas  (The  Jeffrey  City  Alternative). 

And,  finally,  the  revegetation  of  the  land  areas  disturbed  should  be  restored 
to  as  naim  a condition  as  possible.  Forts,  brush,  aid  native  passes  must 
be  used  In  the  reseeding  mis 

In  conclusion,  we  recommend  the  Jeffrey  City  Alternative  and  we  feel 
that  If  you  follow  oir  suggestions  you,  too,  will  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
this  Is  the  most  logical  and  preferred  route 


GI3  3 
Corn’d 


GI3-4 

GD-5 


OD-6 

GD-7 


GD-8 

GD-9 

GI3-IO 


•...your  willingneu  to  consider  BLM  proposed  aJicmaUves  and  to  utilize  BLM  data  and  otans 
in  developing  this  EIS  go  a tong  way  towards  making  the  EIS  a document  this  atencv  can 
utilize  tn  Its  own  decision  process.*  ^ 


See  response  to  Comment  GI3-2  above. 


We  have  (he  raw  soil]  dala  which  was  suminarized  in  (he  DEIS  and  revised  our 

. S«  Chaple,  4B,  Table  S4  and  6-3.  md  new  Appendix  B4,  Cosi  inioirn  Z 

We  ajree  dial  allemadves  selection  should  nM  be  based  on  cost  alone. 

Al^nl  has  now  refmed  much  of  in  proposed  midgation  for  (he  Soulh  Pass  area  (see 
^ptet  SB  and  new  Appendix  B-3).  We  have  delesmined  (has  implemenladon  of  these 
^ures,  in  conjuncdon  with  other  lecommendadons  and  AltamontT  route  reilienmenu  would 
reduce  the  resultant  visual  impacts  in  this  area  to  less-lhan  signiRcanL 

Comment  noted. 

We  agree.  Please  see  revisions  to  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-3. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Council 


February  26,  1991 


Draft 


Q14-1 


I vlsh  to  comment  specifically  on  that  portion  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  deals  with  the  South  Pass 
preferred  route  and  the  alternatives  to  It. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  EIS  falls  short  of  compliance  with 
NEPii,  contrary  to  the  statement  made  at  page  1-14.  It  says  that  it 
la  Intended  to  provide  the  public  with  information  regarding  the 
environmental  effects  of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance, 
possible  ways  to  reduce  or  avoid  those  effects,  and  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  route.  Yet,  an  examination  of  the  EIS  shows  me  that  it 
does  not  provide  me  with  the  Information  needed  for  me  to  make  an 
intelligent  decision. 


0142 


014-3 


Let  me  give  an  example.  AT  page  2-7,  cleanup  and  restoration  of 
disturbed  land  In  the  right-of-way  is  discussed.  And  then  It  Is  said, 
rather  obviously,  that  not  all  of  the  material  taken  out  of  the  trench 
Is  going  to  fit  back  in  with  a 30-lnch  pipe.  My  question  Is,  what  Is 
going  to  be  done  with  all  the  rock  which  is  going  to  have  to  be  blasted 
and  removed  while  constructing  through  the  South  Pass  area?  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  indicates  that  there  may  be  12  or  more  miles 
of  rock  terrain  in  the  area  directly  south  of  Atlantic  City  and  South 
Pass  City.  The  EIS  does  not  address  this  question. 

Neither  does  It  address  another  question,  how  Is  the  land  going 
to  be  reclaimed?  The  EIS  does  say  the  landscape  la  going  to  be  scarred 
and  It  does  say  that  regeneration  of  vegetation  may  not  be  successful 
and  may  result  in  significant,  long-term  visual  Impact  on  the  area. 

It  also  says  at  another  place  that  permanent  Impacts  are  those  changes 
to  the  visual  resource  that  Involve  areas  where  vegetation  would  not 
recover  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

Let  me  Just  comment  on  the  latter.  Lack  of  successful  reclamation 
in  this  area  Is  vary  serious.  This  Is  an  area  of  historic  and  recre- 
ational resources  with  a high  potential  for  development  of  an  Important 
tourist  Industry. 


GI4.I 


GI4.2 


GI4-3 


Gl-7 


(A.D.  Kesselhelm,  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council) 


Comment  noted. 


As  staled,  surplus  soil  would  normally  be  evenly  distributed  over  the  right-of-way.  Spoil 
(including  rock)  would  be  relumed  lo  the  trench  when  the  pipe  is  backfilled.  Excess  rock 
would  be  hauled  away  to  a pre-approved  disposal  site,  as  would  any  non-combustible 
constnicdon-generaled  waste.  See  revisions  to  Chapter  4B  and  new  Appendix  B-S. 


Reclamation  was  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  4B  and  in  Appendix  B-3.  Please  see  our  revisions 
to  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-S,  as  well  as  our  summary  of  Aliamonl’s  midgaiion  plan  for  the 
South  Pass  area.  We  believe  that  this  plan,  in  conjuncdon  with  other  recommendadons  and 
Allamont's  route  realignments,  would  r^uce  resultant  visual  impacts  in  this  area  to  lesi-lhan- 
significant.  Altamont's  plan  is  presented  in  new  Appendix  B-5. 


GI-8 


014-4 


Tha  EIS  does  not  address  another  question  and  that  Is.  vhat  Is 
the  comparable  Impact  to  important  historical  and  recreational 
resources  on  any  of  tha  alternative  routes?  The  EIS  merely  says  of  the 
alternatives  that  there  Is  a lack  of  complete  and  comparable  Infor- 
mation to  make  a comparison.  To  me  that  Is  Inadequate  for  this 
document . 


In  view  of  these  discrepancies,  and  many  more,  and  the  lack  of 
adequate  documentation,  it  would  seen  appropriate  to  have  a completed 
environmental  Impact  statement  done  on  the  proposed  South  Pass  route 
and  the  alternative  most  acceptable  to  Altamont.  Only  then  will  the 
public  be  able  to  make  an  Informed  decision. 


OI4-« 


I would  remind  you  that  the  public  does  have  a relevant  and 
Important  Interest  here  in  as  much  as  much  of  the  land  to  be  traversed 
by  the  pipeline  is  land  administered  for  the  public  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Manaqement. 


G14-4  Chap«er  4M  has  been  substanhally  revised  Comparable  data  has  been  lathered  and  is 

presented. 


CI4-5  Comment  noted.  Please  see  the  FEIS. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  As  a cooperating  agency,  the  BLM  has  been  integrally  involved 
in  preparation  of  the  EIS.  Please  see  the  BLM's  cover  letter  transmitting  comments  on  the 
DEIS. 


RivtirLun,  b.voaifig 
Fobruary  26>  1991 


Hv  n.«e  ia  L.nti  KinCar.  l'«  trum  Atl.nUc  City,  and  Vm 
aoa.kind  Lm.ikht  oi.  bah.lf  of  ovor  100  .a»bar-  of  lh« 
Frienda  of  Wild  Wyoming  Deaarta.  Wa  apprawiata  Ihta  chant-a 


OIS-l 


support.  Ih!  J.CIr.j  Cltj.  AU.rp.U.P  Cor 
HO....P,  w.  nol.d  ..py  In.d.qu.pi..  i"  1-h"  l>r*r>-. 
ripld  InvpptlddLiunP  ippopdlbl-  In  nnny  dnn  tu  ■"«- 

pp.nr.  Th.r.ror..  -•  .nho  Ih.  r.qn..l  ot  plh.r.  top  . 100- 
day  axtanaion  on  thia  coaaent  pariod.  If  FERC  aanagera  ara 
.1  all  conoartied  «lth  tha  public  voioa,  thay  ahould  alloa  oa 
aoaa  anow-fraa  tiaa  to  look  ovar  tha  routaa. 


QlS-1  I In  analvaing  tha  varloua  altarnatlvaa,  wa  find  that  tha 
1 propoaad  routa  ovar  South  Paaa  -ill  *'■*•‘•5!^^, 

1 daaaga  to  hlatorlo  and  natural  valuaa,  whlla  tha  Jalira, 

1 City  routa  -ill  cauaa  tha  ta-aat  iapacta. 


015-3 


Spaoiflcally,  on  tha  oorlharn  part  of  tha  South  Pa«  routa. 
tha  oipalina  -III  oroaa  a putantlal  -ildarnaaa  unit  that 
-ill  likalv  ba  Includad  In  tha  Cltl.ana'  Wlldarnaaa  Proposal 
for  BLH  Lands.  Tha  Jaffray  City  routa  goaa  naar.  but  not 
in.  another  potantial  -ildarnaaa  unit,  and  -a  -ant  to  ba 
aura  that  slta  la  not  iapautad  during  conatruotloii. 


GlS-4 


Parthar  south,  tha  propoaSd  pipalina  paasas  through  tha 
Sooth  Pass  Hiatorlo  Araa— a region  that  has  saan 
ooaparativaly  fa-  changaa  alnua  tha  plonaar  days. 
prised  for  its  ralativaly  undavalopad  nature.  To  quota  tha 
Draft  "Tha  Altaauiit  projsut  -ill  anoountar  special 
r..Lop.Ll„n  prnbl.n.  In  .n.n  ......  Th.  .o.b  ‘i*"* 

these  is  tha  Arro-  Creak  area  in  Montana,  and  tha  South  Pass 
area  in  Wyonlng.'  Indeed,  this  pipalina  -ill  causa  an  ugly 
scar  across  tha  hiatorlo  South  Pas-  landscape  that  -III 
probably  navar  fade. 


Tha  aost  sariooa  of  these  "special  restoration  problaas"  Is 

Lh.l  94  .11..  nf  lb.  ."11.  ""  ll- 

or  poor-to-fair  rehabilitation  potential,  and  BLM  s soil 

ni«  I .Ul.nll.t  ..y.  .y.n  Ibl.  pot.ntl.l  1.  P.nr-r.b.d.  Onn. 

I these  fragile,  rooky  soils  have  been  turned,  thay  -ill  never 
I support  vegetation  tbnt  blonds  In  -Ith  the  surrounding 
I cover.  Tha  Jeffrey  City  routa.  on  the  other  hand,  stays 


(Friends  of  Wild  Wyomln|  Desertsl 


OB-l  c™,m.n,  nb«d.  On  M.,ch  5.  .991.  ,b.  Co"..™™'- ^ 

100-day  extension  by  granUng  an  extension  until  Mareh  15.  1991. 


C15.2  W.dllwIM.  S«revillonlt»aaiOTr4ldind™teS-.andO-3. 


»). 


0I5-.  W.  bn.w«  of  ».y  omci.l.ydlnsi,o,w)  'Sood,  i>«4  Hl«oHc  a™'  .bicb  woo.d  b.  cm«d 

by  the  proposed  route. 


Imd.  compond  m 2.129  Krei  for  the  piopoad  tonle  (MP  428.620). 


GI-9 


GMO 


priaHrily  wilhin  uurritlurn  xid  would  wauwti  •uuh 

Ians  naw  diaLurbanua • 


Ol5-« 


Aitothar  'apauial  reaturaliuri  prublaa"  la  LliaL  lha  prupuaad 
ruuta  uvar  South  Paaa  cruaaaa  36. S sLlaa  of  watlaiid,  18 
parannial  atraaBa--6  uT  which  ara  iapurtaiiL  rauraaliunal 
flahariaa,  and  2 bodiaa  of  water  that  have  ouiitaainatad 
aediaanta.  The  Jaffrar  City  route  cruaaaa  28.6  Bilaa  of 
watlanda,  7 perennial  atreaaa,  2 iapurtant  fiaheriaa,  and  nu 
oontaainatad  bodiea  uf  water.  I'll  raelnd  yuu  that 
'‘uruaaliig'*  aaana  ualng  bleating  and  ■auhaniual  rlppera  Iti 
the  rucky  atreaaa  uver  Suuth  Paaa,  while  a backhue  uun 
Likely  do  aoBl  uf  the  work  on  the  Jeffrey  City  alternative. 
Clearly,  the  Jeffrey  City  altarnatlva  la  «uuh  laaa  haraful 
to  eurfaue  water,  and  aore  in  line  with  Prealdent  Buab’a 
recent  call  fur  pruteutiun  of  watlanda. 


013-7 


Ivea  if  AlLaaont'a  uuntrautora  could  cuoplately  rehabilitate 
the  euila  and  atreaaa  which  will  be  dlaturbad,  they  wuuld 
■till  leave  a trail  of  eignpoata,  aalnline  luopa,  and  roada 
used  for  inapeotlun  and  aaintenanca.  In  the  proceaa  uf 
ounetruotlon  and  ■alntenance,  they  will  open  a network  uf 
new  roada  and  twu-trauka  that  will  alau  be  uaed  by  other 
vehiclee.  All  thia  will  be  aeen  on  the  rolling  hilla  uf 
South  Paae.  and  along  the  Oregon  Trail  and  Lander  Ruad, 
while  above^gruund  atructuraa--aalnline  loopB>-wlll  be  in 
plan  view  at  Willia'a  Kanduarl  Site  and  Falaa  Parting  of  the 
Way  a. 


0154 


Deapite  the  fact  that  roada  ara  already  eatabllehad  for 
oonatruotion  and  aaintenanca  along  the  Jeffrey  City  route, 
Altaaont  prupuaad  building  a new  corridur-'whieh  will  then 
be  open  for  othere  to  follow.  BLH  daaignated  the  Jeffrey 
City  corridor  that  rune  acroaa  the  deaert  with  the  idea  that 
olber  pipalinea  would  follow  there,  and  not  ruin  additional 
landa.  And  the  Lander  Reaource  Hanagaaant  Plan  (page  49) 
atatea  "When  locating  aejor  utility  eyateea,  the  South  Paae 
Hanagaaant  Unit  will  be  avoided.  Yet  FERC  and  Altaaunt  are 
propoaing  to  override  the  uoiiacientioua  directivea  of  the 
BLH. 


In  auaaary,  Altaaont  claiaa  the  pipeline  will  not  inpact  the 
prinarily  natural  charautar  uf  Suuth  Paae,  and  plainly  that 
la  oot  the  caae.  Bvidently.  Altaaont  exacutivea  are  willing 
to  aar  the  nationally  iaportant  Suuth  Paaa  region  fur  what 
they  believe  will  be  an  econuniu  advantage.  But  they  have 
nut  counted  the  apirltual  and  intrineio  cuata  to  thuae  of  ua 
who  love  that  land  and  call  it  hoae.  Thank  yuu. 

Bubaitted  by 

Lyn/  Sinter,  Dir^tur 
Frienda  of  Wild  Wyoaing  Oeaerla 
Route  62  Box  12B 
Atlantio  City,  Wyoaing  B2320 


GU-6 


OIS-7 


013-8 


The  EIS  repreienn  welland  crowingf  in  lerm$  of  acrw.  no«  milei.  Implemenution  of  our 
Swam  and  Weiland  ConsJructioo  and  Mitigation  Procedurei  would  reduce  impact  associated 
with  stream  and  wetland  construction  to  less-than-significani.  Other  mitigation,  such  as  DEIS 
recommendation  9.  would  address  the  Issues  raised  in  this  comment. 


We  disagree.  No  •mainline  loops*  of  the  pipeline  are  proposed.  No  pcmianent  road  along  the 
nght-of-wiy  would  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance.  Only  existing  roads  and  two- 
trackj  would  be  used  during  construction.  The  mainline  block  valves  proposed  for  MP  515.5 
and  532.7  would  not  be  visible  from  either  of  the  referenced  features.  Please  see  revised 
Chapter  4L  and  Appendix  B-5. 


Altamont  has  na  proposed  a new  utility  corridor,  nor  has  the  BLM  indicated  any  interest  in 
designating  a utility  corridor  in  the  South  Pass  area.  Please  see  new  material  added  to 
Chapters. 


GI5-9  See  response  10  Comment  G15> I . 


GlS-tO  BLM  comments  on  preliminary  drafts  of  the  DEIS  will  not  be  responded  lo  in  this  FEIS.  As 
staled  on  Page  3 of  the  BLM  letter  of  comment  on  the  DEIS  ’Previously  related  BLM 
comments  or  those  dealing  with  early  internal  reviews  can  either  be  assumed  to  be  resolved  or 
of  a nature  that  BLM  will  deal  with  in  its  review  and  approval  of  the  POD...*. 

GlS-11  Comment  noted. 

CIS- 1 2 See  response  to  Comment  GlS-4. 


GMl 


01513 


riie  Diilft.  l-.(S  sidles  I pd . I Kisl  liie  Svulh  ('sss 

nlleitisLive  -ill  have  37.2  miles  of  ttinli  ui  iiioUeisle  visutil 
impsol.  *.liile  Llie  Jefflev  CiLv  AlleiriMlive  will  lts»e  suoli  u(i 
loipscl  ofi  only  0.4  iiiileM.  Because  visual  resuutoes.  alurii< 
willi  hisluric  Sites,  are  Hie  pi  imat  » allractioii  for  toorisls 
si.a  CBcrealiohisls.  y.e  believe  Uie  visual  impact  factor  alone 
should  disqualify  the  South  Pass  route. 


To  quote  the  Diaft  <pi<.  4B-10J  "The  AUaiKunt  project  will 
encounter  special  restoration  problems  in  some  areas.  The 
most  siqnificant  of  these  is  the  Arrow  Creek  area  in  Montana. 
015-14  I snd  the  South  Pass  aiea  in  Wyoming."  Indeed,  this  pipeline 
I will  cause  an  ui<ly  scar  across  the  historic  South  Pass 
I landscape  that  will  piubablv  never  fade. 


015-15 


The  must  serious  of  these  "special  restoration  prubleDis"  is 
that  94  miles  of  the  soils  on  the  South  Pass  routs  have  poor 
or  pour-to-fsir  rehsbi  1 i ts  L ion  puteiitisl,  and  BLM’s  soil 
scientist  admits  this  potential  is  over-rated.  Once  these 
frsKile,  rocky  soils  have  been  turned,  they  will  never 
support  veKetstion  that  blends  in  with  the  surrounding  cover. 
The  Jeffrey  City  route,  on  the  other  hand,  stsvs  prioarilv  in 
the  corridors  of  slresdy-es tsbl ished  pipelines. 


015-16 


Another  "special  restoration  problem",  accordln*  to  the  Draft 
(pp.  S-26  i 27J  is  that  the  proposed  route  over  South  Pass 
crosses  36. G niles  of  wetland,  IB  perennial  atreain8--6  of 
which  ere  inpurtank  recreational  flsherlea,  and  2 bodies  of 
water  which  have  contaminated  sedioents.  The  Jeffrey  City 
route  crosses  28.6  miles  of  wetlands,  7 perennial  slreams,  2 
important  fisheries,  and  no  cunlaalnated  bodies  of  water. 
"Crossina"  means  usinB  blastina  and  mechanical  rippers  in  the 
rocky  etreams  over  South  Pass,  while  a backhoe  can  likely  do 
oust  of  the  work  on  the  Jeffrey  City  route.  Clearly,  the 
latter  alternative  is  much  less  harmful  to  surface  water,  and 
more  in  line  with  President  Bush's  recent  call  fur  protection 
of  wetlands. 


CI5-17 


G15-I8 


Even  If  Altsmunt's  contractors  could  completely  rehabilitate 
the  streams  and  soils  which  will  bo  disturbed,  they  would 
still  leave  s trail  of  sianpusts,  mainline  loops,  slid  roads 
used  fur  inspection  and  nisintenaiice.  Construction  and  the 
required  periodic  maintenance  will  open  a network  of  new 
roads  and  two-tracks  that  will  also  be  used  by  other 
vehicles.  All  this  will  be  seen  on  the  rulllna  hills  of 
South  Pass,  and  aluna  the  Oreson  Trail  and  Lander  Road,  while 
mainline  loops--above  around  s true  tores- -w i 11  be  In  plain 
view  at  Willie's  Handcart  Site  and  False  Partina  of  the  Ways. 

Despite  the  fact  that  roads  are  already  established  for 
construction  and  maintenance  alunq  the  Jeffrey  Cilv  route, 
AilaiMont  is  proposina  a new  corridor— which  will  then  be  uoen 
for  others  to  follow.  BLH  desianated  the  Jeffrey  City 
corridor  that  runs  across  the  desert  with  the  idea  that  other 


GI-12 


Allamonfi  November  1990  rcalignmcnl  and  further  analysts  have  reduced  the  miles  of  high  or 
moderate  visual  impact  along  the  proposed  route  between  MPs  428-620  to  30  8 Mitigation 
proposed  by  Altamont  or  recommended  in  the  FEIS  would  reduce  visual  impact  at  these 
locations  to  less-lhan-significant  levels. 


GI5-14 


We  disagree.  See  response  to  previous  comment. 


GI5-15  We  disagree.  See  response  to  Comment  015-5. 


Gt5-16 


See  response  to  comment  GI5-6. 


G15-I7 


We  disagree.  See  response  to  Comment  CI5-7. 


Gt5-I8 


See  response  to  Comment  GI5-8. 


OI5*lt 

(COBL) 


|ptp«-liiiv»  xuuia  lliere  miJ  liuL  ruin  adiJiliuiivI  UnJ:.. 

AnJ  L>i«  LaiiUvr  Keauurue  M>»«i«enienl  Pltin  Uune  1987  ; ^4.  49t 
aluleit  When  lucMtinK  mii.iur  uLiltLv  evaLeius.  the  South  Pea* 
Henaueaeiit  Unit  wtll  Ue  avuided."  ^et  FERC  and  Altamunt  an 


Gljl9 


Un  paite  S-19.  the  Oraft  ulainia  that  the  pipeline  uver  South 
Paaa  uruaaea  nu  putentiallv  active  Taulta;  un  patfe  S~2l,  it 
atatea  that  data  ia  i ncunclua i ve  letfardiriK  activity  un  the 
Lwu  fault  ayateaa  uruaaed  Uy  the  South  Paaa  route.  In  fact, 
an  earthquake  at  South  Paae  City  a few  yeara  a^u  opened  a 
fiaaure  in  the  earth,  and  waa  atrung  enough  to  thiuw  a 
netghbur  uf  nine  out  of  hie  bed.  Cunau  1 tat  ion  with  ati 
independent  geoiugiat.  and  review  of  aerial  photugrapha  and 
geulugiu  aapa,  indicate  recent  novenent  along  a aajor  throat 
rault--the  Continental  Fault--iiear  pipeline  aile  534.  where 
the  pipeline  croaaea  and  parallela  the  Oregon  Trail.  Any 
cunetructiun  through  the  South  Paaa  region,  and  in  thin  area 
in  particular,  ahuuld  have  maxinua  protection  froa  aeiaaic 
diaturbance.  Ideally,  the  Jeffrey  City  alternative  would  be 
uaed  ingtead--faulla  there  have  been  inactive  for  a auch 
longer  tiaa  period  than  haa  the  Continental  fault. 


OU-20 


Little  of  the  propoaed  route  haa  been  studied  for  archeolugiu 
featurea,  yet  a single  literature  search  showed  193  historic 
and  prehiatoriu  sites  within  100  feet  of  the  pipeline. 
Clearly,  South  Pass  is  an  area  rich  in  cultural  sites  and 
artifacts.  It  is  also  treaendously  Inportant  to  Shoshone  and 
other  Native  Aaericans  fur  spiritual  reasons.  Inexcusably, 
the  Draft's  entire  coverage  of  Native  American  concerns  Diet 
will  be  affected  I pg . 3M>13)  is  Halted  to  two  sentences— 
both  referring  to  Crow  land  in  Kuntsna.  Therefore,  before 
permits  are  iaaued  fur  anx  alternative,  Altamunt  ahuuld 
consult  with  Shoshone  and  Arapahoe  tribal  members,  include 
them  in  field  surveys  as  they  see  necessary,  and  avoid  any 
regiun  they  define  aa  important  and  sensitive. 


OU-21 


As  a aember  organiaatlon  of  the  Wyoming  Wilderness  Coalition, 
we  want  to  aake  sure  that  the  pipeline  avoids  any  area  that 
will  be  proposed  for  Wilderness  designation  in  the 
Conservatiuniats'  Wilderness  Proposal  for  BbH  lands. 
Specifically,  on  the  northern  part  of  the  South  Pass  Route, 
the  pipelitie  is  slated  to  cross  Fuller  Peak  Proposed 
Wilderness  Unit — this  line  ahuuld  be  rerouted  about  a 
thousand  yards  to  the  east,  into  the  existing  utility 
corridor,  where  it  will  be  outside  of  our  unit's  boundary. 

Tlie  Jeffrey  City  route  goes  near,  but  nut  in.  the  Lysite 
Badlands  Proposed  Wilderness  Unit,  and  we  want  that  ares  to 
be  protected  from  impacts  during  construction. 


According  to  the  DEIS  ( pg ■ 4E-60>,  there  are  four  Wyoming 
platit  species  designated  as  Tlxeatened  or  Endangered  wiiich 
could  be  affected  by  the  project.  Although  Table  4E-13  is 


GU-22 


G15‘I9  Thank  you  for  this  infonnation.  We  believe  that  our  analysis  fairly  represents  the  poieniial 
geologic  hazards  associated  with  construction  along  any  of  the  routes  considered  between  the 
Lost  Cabin  and  Opal  areas.  Mitigation  recommended  in  the  DEIS  and  revised  in  the  FEIS 
would  reduce  any  hazards  (0  less-than-significanl  levels. 


G15‘20  Consultation  with  the  Shoshone  and  the  Arapahoe  was  in  progress  when  the  DEIS  was  issued. 

Interested  Indian  tribes  would  be  invited  to  participate  in  any  Held  surveys  conducted.  See 
revised  Chapters  3M  and  4M. 


GI3*21  See  response  to  Comments  GI5-3. 


GtS-22  Comments  accepted.  Please  see  revisions  to  Chapter  4E  and  Appendix  E-4. 


GM3 


CIS'S 

(coat) 


iiui  vise  iti  Llie  <iui.-uiiivn  I . uiilv  caiiJ  iiin  ).e  a(>ectes  ere 

lisleil.  Alau.  uil  peue  -IE'^9i  LltirLeeii  apeuies  ere  L’leaairieil 
under  Lhe  NaLural  HeriLaae  Piukimih,  buL  llie  uuJe  ii.e.  U9.SJI 
la  out,  explained  ur  dettiied.  hhaL  duea  Cilia  neali? 


015-23 


FERC'a  Reeufliaeiided  MiCii(aliuft  Meaaure  *39  ( ptf . 6-39>  alales 
dial  AlCauuiiC  iniiaC  survey  Tur  Clie  uccurreiice  uT  cecCaiii 
apeuial-aCaCua  plaiiC  apeciea,  and  realign  iCa  ruuCe  Lu 
aiiitaixe  dtaCui  Ciance  lu  Clieae  apeeiea.  Our  urtfaiilxaCiuit 
re<|uvaCa  field  repurCa  fruix  Allaniuiil  wliidt  duvumenl  Lliui'uui<>i 
riurlaCiu  aurveva  aluiiif  llie  ruule  in  Uvuiaiii^.  Several  uf  ua 
euuld  alau  like  Lu  accurnpany  Llie  buLaniaLlsl  uliu  cunpleLea 
Lite  surveys  fur  aune  uf  all  uf  Ihe  ruule.  Pleaae  uuiiLacL  me 
befure  Llie  iiivenlury  beifina. 


G15-24 


On  paiia  4E-61,  Lite  DEIS  alales  llial  Allen's  Ihlrleen-liiied 
Ifruund  aifuirrel'-a  Threatened  and  Endangered  Candidate 
apeuiea--aay  be  fuund  in  the  Blgliurn  Basin,  and  Llial 
i;unalrui.-llun  uuuld  dialutb  303  aures  uf  pulenlial  hablLal. 
Huuever.  Allen's  Ih  I r lean- 1 Ined  ground  aviuirrela  have  been 
trapped  near  Miners  DelisliL  luwiialle  and  are  likely  fuund 
alung  other  seuLiuna  uC  Suulh  Pass  ruule.  and  pusslbly  alung 
the  alternative  routes.  Auuurding  lu  the  Draft,  uunstruutiun 
in  the  ground  ecfulrrel  habitat  uuuld  result  in  direct 
Burtallty  and  teapurary  lues  uf  habitat.  Therefure.  Altanunt 
should  uunduut  a thuruugh  survey  fur  this  species  and  rsruuts 
the  pipeline  tu  avoid  its  habltst.  Desert  Friends  requests 
the  reports  frua  these  field  surveys,  as  well. 


015-25 


In  sunaary,  Altanunt  ulalms  the  pipeline  will  not  Inpaut  the 
prlaarlly  natural  uharauter  uf  South  Pass;  and  plainly  this 
la  nut  the  case.  BLH  peraunnel  with  JurladlcLlun  In  this 
region  have  Indluated  that  there  will  be  najur  resource 
conflicts  with  the  proposed  route  over  South  Pass,  and  that 
the  preferred  route  for  the  Altanont  pipeline  la  the  Jeffrey 
City  alternative.  Evidently,  Altanunt  executives  are  willing 
tu  nar  the  natlunally  Important  South  Pass  region  for  what 
they  believe  will  be  their  econoalc  advantage.  But  they  have 
not  counted  the  aplrltual  and  intrinsic  cuata  tu  those  of  us 
who  lovs  this  land  snd  call  it  heme.  Thanh  you. 


Host  slncei'sly. 


T'Sfe' 


cc:  Senator  Halcoln  Wallop 
Senator  Alan  Slnpsun 

Manuel  Lujan,  Secretary  uf  the  Interlur 

Laurence  J.  Sauter,  FERC  Env  irunniental  Project  Maiiager 

Jnek  Kelly.  Lander  Resuurce  Area  Manager 

Bill  LeBarrun,  Green  River  Resuuice  Area  Hanager 

Jin  Ruseberry , Wurland  District  En v i runmen Lai  Cuurdinatur 

Alan  Edwards  and  Rud  Miller.  State  Planning  Cuurdlnators 

Stephanie  Kessler,  Wvu.  Outduur  Cuunu.  Executive  Directur 

Lsrry  Hehlhsff,  Nurthern  Great  Plains  Sierra  Club  Rep. 


GI-14 


GI5-23  We  will  piss  this  request  along  to  the  project  sponsor. 


GI5-24  Think  you  for  this  information.  The  analysis  in  the  FEIS  results  in  the  same  conclusion  as  was 
presented  in  the  DEIS:  impact  to  this  species  would  not  be  significant.  See  revised  Chapter  4E 
and  the  significance  criteria  presented  there. 


GI5-25 


We  disagree.  See  Pages  1 through  3 of  the  BLM  letter  of  comment  on  the  DEIS  (FA12). 


alta>oit  project  review  cohsolicutioh  form 
aomihistrative  review  draft 

DECEMBER  1990 


R«»1«i#1n9  Offlcw:  Rock  Springs  District 


E*c«pt  for  specific  areas  noted,  the  POEIS  on  the 

^ OtocLtM  ,1th  th. 


Ve  assuee  that  a sumary  will  be  provided  In  the  fronf  nt 

addition  to  eajor  conclusions  and  areas  of  eontrovenv 
Idantlflcatton  of  the  cooperating  agencies  their  soeelrte 
responsibilities  with  regard  to  the  ultleata  dactsiMs  on 
pl^llna  systen  approval  and  right-of-way  route  selection 

't  Y"  Ortftrrta 

a1ternatl«o(s)  from  a systems  perspective  and  Bin's 
preferred  aUornatlve(s)  frcn  a public  land  eanasament 
perspective  (43  CFR  1501.14  (a)). 

The  fi«k  Springs  Olstrlcfs  preferred  route  for  the  AUanwnt 
pipeline  Is  either  the  Jeffrey  City  or  Alkali  Butte  y 

variation.  This  route  would  follow  an  ousting  corridor  and 
therefor  ccnply  eost  closely  with  Bureau  policy:  It  vould 
avoid  visually  sensitive  areas;  avoid  the  east  sensitive 
araas  of  historic  and  cultural  value;  It  would  result  In 
raduced  time  naaded  to  process  cultural  and  T/E  specias 


spEcinc 

t-1  3 - 

2-1  3 3 

2-4T  3 3 

2-47  4 I 


The  BLN  Is  a cooperating  agency.  This  should  be  identified 


i'*'*^*.;;''*’***’^''*  trenches,  pipe  Installation  and 
backfilling,  pipeline  marking,  and  final  cleanup 
restoration  and  ravegetat Ion. . . 


Typo:  ...the  8LW  and  others  have  Identified... 
...13  alias  east  of  Parson... 


GI-15 


GI-16 


Tbt  District  Manager.  Worlend 

ATIMi  JIb  Bceeberry 

Pm:  Area  Manager,  tender 

Subject:  Jktalnistrative  Review  of  the  Dr^t  Divtrofwentai  lo^act  Statanent  - 

Altamcnt  Project 

He  have  oarpletad  what  review  we  could  in  the  Limited  time  allcved.  Ihe 
attached  specific  canrenta  reveal  that  the  Draft  does  not  adequately  assess 
the  potential  adverse  Impacts  of  the  proposed  Altamcnt  route  and  South  Pass 
Route  Variaticns.  The  inccxplete  analysis  and  inaccuracies  In  the  present 
preliminary  draft  would  not  provide  for  infooned  public  revlw  and  agency 
ded  a 1 crPsAing . 

Hopefully,  more  oorplete  review  will  be  possible  cn  a more  carplete  doojrent 
when  the  revised  Draft  is  fomlly  published  and  distributed  for  public  revi»«. 


My  !■  Todd  Ouonther,  1 reside  st  South  Pees  Cltv  (Rt 

60.  164,  S6C.  WIO.  625201.  , K.v.  b..o  lo  16.„tlf,l„,. 

pUnnlot  tor.  .no  ..o.|U,  cultur.l  ro.oorc.  u w,o.li,f  tor  6l...„ 

yesrs.  It  eeeas  to  ae  that  the  proposed  Alteaont  pipeline  presents 

• 11  concerned  parties  with  a altuetinn  in 

*5.16  ■ eiiuacion  in  wnicn  everyone  could  come 

out  winners,  but  only  if  Alteoont  takes  an  alternate  to  the  South 
Pass  route. 

Th.r.  h...  b..o  60..  .ttb.pt,  to  pol.rU.  thl.  1..,,.  ..j 

oh.r.ot.rlt.  .„,bn.  not  bllndl,  .uppbrtl..  pt  Alcort  .„a  It.  p., 

ot  tb.  south  P...  rout.  ..  .„  .„vlroh.,„t.il,t  who  opp.... 

profre...  Tho.r  .r.  .l.plp  kn.«-J.rk  rc.ctlon.  tro.  ppopl.  i„.t  1. 

•h  ..rll.r  d.c,d,.  NO  ..dorn  .o.lrob.ont.i lot  could  oppo.o  . 

project  which  will  suddIv  one  of  . 

■ ut>|Pir  one  01  tne  nation  a largest  aarkets  with 

. oourc.  ot  C.o  tool.  r.lt.r.to.  It  1.  only  th.  propo.od 

th.  South  P...  oro.  which  I oppo.o. 

I Th.  South  p...  .r..,  Includlos  tho  Or.fon  Tr.ll  end  rol.t.d 

I .It..,  .nd  th.  .Inint  dl.trlct  which  ..Cod.  .outh.o.t  b.pond 
I L.wl.toh,  will  b.  ..v.r.lp  l.p.ct.d  bp  th.  plp.lln.,  B.c.u'..  th... 
tl.«.s  *!“'  "*  ” •Uhltlo.ht  to  th.  hl.tor,  of  th.  St.t.  ohd 

th.  h.tloo,  th.y  .hould  b.  ovold.d.  lodb.d,  th.  BIN  i.y.  ..  ..ch 
Old-S  South  p...  Nttn.fo.Bot  Unit  pl.n.  why  1.  th.t  b.lnf  Isnor.d? 

OIM  »lt.«,ot  .hould  not  b.  p.r.ltt.d  to  bl.oct  thl.  r.,lon  by 
Plon..rln,  . n.w,  20  .11.  ,on,  utility  corridor  throu.h  th.  h..rt 
ot  thl.  .r...  Co.p.n,  otflcl.l.  Ju.tlfy  th.lr  rout.  ..yin,  th.t 
oth.r  ro.d.,  . rollro.d,  .nd  pow.r  lie  h.v.  .Ir.ndy  Intruded,  but 
do  not  ..ntlon  th.t  tho.o  l.p.ct.  .r.  on  th.  p.rlph.ry,  Th.y  or. 
not  port  of  wh.t  • .tudy  funded  by  th.  Wyo.ln,  L.fl.l.tur.  ho. 

oottln,-  which  .u.t  r.o.ln  undl.turb.d  It  w. 

or.  to  develop  th.  tourl.o  pot.ntl.l  ot  th.  .r.o.  Currently  ^oo. 
30.000  to  10,000  poopl.  per  y..r  vl.lt  Sooth  P...  City  .lone.  When 
oth.r  .It.,  .r.  developed.  It  1.  e.tln.t.d  th.t  tho..  fl,or..  will 

Increase  to  150,000  and  have  e ii<  .iiii^ . , 

I wv  arm  na>e  a SJ3  aililon  annual  iapact  on  Freaonc 

County.  What  AUaaont  offers  us  pales  by  coaparlson. 

If  this  area  Is  to  be  developed  for  tourism,  which  unlike 
klfwont,  win  provide  Job.  In  fr.oont  County  tor  our  children,  th. 
landscape  around  South  Pass  oust  be  preserved,  from  this  and  other 


GI- 


{Todd  Gueolher) 


C316-I  Wedinjree.  Pl«»*  see  Chipttn  3.  4 and  6 of  the  FHS. 

016-2  The  proposed  route  does  not  cross  the  BLM’i  South  Pais  Mansfemenl  Unje. 

016-3  See  response  to  Conunenl  GI3-8. 


0164 


See  previous  response. 


GM8 


OIM 

(COM.) 


016-5 


0164 


016-7 


utilltiet  that  would  aoon  use  anr  new  corridor,  We  do  not  wlah  to 
prohibit  Che  ilne.  we  only  nak  that  Altnmom  use  « leas 

auch  iia  that  near  Jeffrey  City  in  Fremont  County  and  leave  ua  the 
unditturbed  cultural  reaources  at  South  Faas  so  we  may  puraue 
additional  avenues  of  economic  development. 

After  stufiviru  the  dnta.  I do  not  believe  thn-.  t ho  Jetirey 
City  altertutie  would  be  more  costly  to  hui*d  ttinn  the  South  Pass 
route  which  would  require  U miles  of  blasCinf  throufh  solid  rock. 
The  alternate  route  would  also  result  in  far  fewer  stream  crosslnfs 
and  other  similar  Impacts  to  the  natural  environment.  Even  if  the 
alternate  did  cost  more,  Altamont  should  bear  the  expense.  Fremont 
County  should  not  bo  expected  to  shoulder  the  coat  of  chat 
construction  by  losinf  revenue  fenerated  in  the  pristine  South  Pass 
country  to  Interests  from  other  states  snd  nations.  Buildlnf  the 
pipeline  on  an  alternate  route  would  still  allow  .Utamont  to  make 
a profit  and  provide  California  with  the  <es  it  needs,  provide  tax 
revenues  to  Fremont  County,  and  allow  continued  tourism  development 
In  the  South  Pass  ares. 

Altamont'a  local  claims  th.At  they  will  restore  their  huge,  100 
foot  right  of  way  to  near  natural  conditions  are  a contemptible 
falsehood,  or  made  out  of  ignorance.  The  South  Pass  environment  la 
not  amenable  to  revegetaclon . Altamont  would  leave  a tremendous 
scar  on  the  landscape  that  would  last  for  centuries.  The  DEIS 
prepared  for  them  as  much  as  admits  this  (S-18.  4B-10,  4L-9I.  The 
OFIS  glosses  over  how  Altamont  would  deal  with  restoration  l2-7l 
Tourlsta  will  not  come  to  see  pipeline  scars,  they  want  to  see 
ghost  towns,  pony  express  stations,  and  the  like.  Altamont  would 
drive  away  one  of  Fremont  County's  primary  sources  of  income.* 

The  DEIS  Also  s.svs.  in  a anow  Job  challenging  a Soutn  Pass 
bUrrard.  that  no  new  roada  would  be  required  to  access  the  right 
of  way  (4J-2I.  This  is  a ridiculous  assertion.  The  heavy 
equipment  needed  to  build  the  pipeline  could  not  traverse  the  Jeep 

beautiful,  unspoiled  landscape  admired  by  people  froTi  around  tlu* 
world  will  be  covered  with  large  roads  and  cransto 


CI6-S 


CI6-7 


lnro™.Uon  for  U,o  Sou^i  R„„,.  Variation,  ha,  boon  iocMrin  “Ctor 


W“,“h,r  B-’-  » 


Thank  you  far  your  opinion. 


■polled  watts  bp  Altaaont. 

In  conclusion,  tho  South  Pats  area  should  ba  avoldad. 
Furtharsora,  thara  ara  Inaccuraclas  and  sarloua  inadaquaclas  In  tha 
DEIS  which  naad  to  oa  addrassad.  This  document  needs  to  oe  radons, 
or  a suppleaantal  Ispact  stataaant  daalint  with  the  South  Pass 
routs  and  its  altarnataa  should  ba  required.  Finally,  the 
regulations  sat  down  In  tha  National  Envlronaental  Policy  Act, 
which  do  not  appanr  to  ba  receiving  due  consideration  at  this  tine, 
need  to  ba  followed. 


Gi-19 


Convncnb  ol  li>ren  (osi 

Represeniing  ihe  Ffemoni  County  Hi*toricjl  Pf««rv*non  Commission 


on  i I 

on-2  I 

Gn-3 

Gr7-4 

Gns 

Gn-« 

Gn*7 


*»  )<»•  I'm  here  to  spcsli  ss  the  represenuttvc  ol  il«  Frenwni  County 

HisiDrksI  rrcservsilon  Commission.  ' 

The  commission  Is  • group  oi  county  citizens  appointed  by  il«  Bosrd  of  County 
Commisskmen  to  seek  out  areas  ol  hfstortcai  importance  and  to  take  action  to  Wp  pmerve 
areM  wlUch  have  long-lasHng  significance.  Therelote  we  have  followed  dosely  tl«  planning 
9 the  project  and  have  voted  unanimously  In  opposlUon  to  the  company's  proposed 

nwle  through  South  Pass.  r / r t~ 

Watoric  Importance  ol  the  South  Pass  area  Is  unquesHonabte.  The  draft  EIS 
acknowledges  that  Importance  as  being  national  In  scope  Yet  the  EIS  stews  clearly  that 
Mtaroni  has  studied  Unle  ImporUnce  to  Ihe  Impact  of  lb  project  on  cultural  resources  and 
has  Inbrpreted  the  term  ^mpact'  In  the  nanowesl  way  possible 

To  ihb  date,  Altamont's  examination  of  cultural  lesource  Impwi  b limited  to  a review 
Of  l^ture  and  maps.  To  mlnlmUe  Ihe  potential  Impact  of  Ihe  project  the  EIS  polnb  out  tew 
Atemonts  route  avoids  Identined  monumenb  and  sites  Yet  the  draft  EIS  suics  deariy  that 
eMotUuten  of  adverse  efieeb  must  Include  those  effects  which  diminish  the  Integrity  of  a 
resoufce's  'setdnj, . . feeling,  or  assoeUMon.*  No  conslderadon  of  such  effccu  seerra  to  have 
omirted  In  ihcEIS.  We  submit  that  the  cultural  significance  ol  South  Pass  goes  far  beyond  the 

narrow  boundaries  of  historic  sites  and  monuments  In  fw.  It  la  Ite  natural  setting,  tte 

"*«tut>ed  feeling  of  the  area  that  gives  true  meaning  to  tte  monurrunb  arul  ales  which 
Atomore  seeks  to  avoid.  We  believe  the  impact  of  blasting,  roads,  and  other  corutruction 
I treksrs  has  been  drutlcally  undeisUted  in  the  EIS.  And  we  doubt  that  ttese  fKlors  can  be 
mitigWed  through  special  construction  procedures  or  an  unpiovet  redamallon  plan. 

, _ _ to  cultural  resounxs  which  may  have  particular  sipilficana  to  NaOve 

Amorlans  the  draft  EIS  meicly  notes  that  the  propo^  route  traverses  no  Indian  mrevadons 
n*fe  Is  no  mention  that  the  South  Pau  ares  once  was  a part  of  tte  Wlrrf  Rivs  Irellan 
itowvation  and  even  before  that  was  a major  crossroads  for  Indian  tiaib  which  were 
edensively  badi  into  pie-hisiory. 

. ^ nous  that  tte  Identlflcailon  and  evaluation  of  previously  urdatown 

f***”  **  y**  VVe  submit  that  this  portion  of  the  project  should  have 

beenompleMbyiww  We  fear  that  tte  process  by  which  the  South  Pare  Route  owes  towards 

approval  might  advance  so  far  that  discovery  of  addltiona]  cultural  sites  prior  to 
ra^urtloiv-no  matter  how  slgnlfleani-mlghi  be  addressed  only  ihrotreh  tome  type  of 
mitigatl^  that  b far  less  acceptable  than  tte  re-foudng  of  tte  pipelli^ 

; 7*  Aliamonfs  proposed  South  Pass  Route  has  been  adjusted  to  avoid  an  area 

■wounding  the  South  Pass  Summit  which  has  been  designated  as  a National  Historic 
tea^pe.  Tte  boundaries  of  tte  ares  woe  defined  in  1966,  but  In  ISM  and  1985  >1  was 
determine  that  a reassessment  of  those  boundaries  should  be  undertaken.  That  reassessment 
ass  not  b»  completed  and  so  tte  boundaries  of  tte  NHL  area  remain  indefliuu.  Altamoni  has 
«^ed  ^ realigning  lb  route  to  avoid  tte  1966  boundaries  We  would  argue  that  approval 
of  Attains  preposed  route  now  would  predude  any  esienslon  ol  tte  NHL  boundaries  no 
matter  tew  appropriate  sudt  an  extendon  might  be.  We  believe  tte  South  Pass  area  b far  too 
tovortani  ID  allow  that  to  happen 

a. ol  ihU  dnit  EIS  wlih  regml,  a on  u>euo.oI  ol 

B*  on  colturml  resourco*  olong  the  ilttnuHve  rauleo.  Wo  wonder  how  any  reajoneble 
rapertaon  ol  the  Impeeti  on  culhinl  reeoo™  can  be  naede  wlihool  whUentUdy  n«.,o  woA  In 
mis  area.  And  we  question  the  validity  of  any  decision  without  tte  facb  to  make  such 
moparisons 

^ °'  1>  d*  polenUel  Ol  Ihe  hlumoni  Pnj)e<i  lor  ad.eeeo  dimoledve 

»ih^  1^  1^  d^  hlo„„,  epoioen..^  have  been  boey  leUlnj  Ihe  puHle  Ihal 

Iheli  pn.|ee>  b only  o dnglo  pipeline,  end  lhai  ihoee  b no  >ea»n  lo  belie.e  ihal  lb  oon.ln.ctlon 


nUrea  Jost,  Fremoat  CouDly  Historical  Prtserralioa  CoounissloDj 


GH'l  Significani  progreu  has  been  made  in  ibe  Section  106  compliance  process  sirwe  the  DEIS  was 

printed.  See  revised  Chapten  3M  and  4M. 

017-2  Thank  you  for  your  comment  See  revised  Chapten  4B  and  4L.  and  Appendix  &-5. 

017-3  Comment  rioted.  See  revised  Chapten  3M  and  4M. 

Gr7-4  The  Section  106  compliance  process  is  well  utider  way.  While  it  may  be  desirable  to  present 
the  oooclusions  of  this  process  in  the  EIS,  this  nrdy  occun  for  m^or  int^txt^  pipeline 
projects  and,  in  fact,  is  not  required  dtber  by  NEf  A or  the  NHPA. 

On-S  Thank  you  for  your  comment  Please  see  new  infbnnatioo  included  in  Chapter  4M. 


Or7-6  See  previous  response. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment  Please  see  new  material  added  to  the  cumulative  *mpyi« 
dtscunioo  in  Chapter  5. 


on-7 


or?.? 

(OWL) 


l!**  o*  pipetiBw  ihrough  (he  Soulh  Pjsj  ^rea  Bui  in  (he  drafl 

EIS.  ihe  Soulh  Paij  route  1$  fusnfied  by  eilsience  ol  a power  line  a railroad  erade  and  a bun.>d 
a portion  of  Ihe  area  li'«  difficull  lo  reeonole  these 

-a.  '*'*!  Allamoni's  proposed  Soulh  Pass  Route  would  establish  a new  righi^tf- 

^ ^ * **^**'**  Sfuf*'  P*ss  Allamoni  has  already  demonstrated  lhal  future 

proposed  pm^b  would  use  that  rlght^tf-way  to  /ustify  additloital  future  construction, 

use  of  are.UHnrM',mL™"’Ii‘‘'''JrP*'“  *'«>"8ly  'n  ''vor  of 

use  01  *"  utility  corridor  That  corridor  is  Ihe  Jeffrey  City  Alierrsative. 

resrH.n-jrfnTlL'^'V^'  *2  •PP^P"**'  Inierpretation  of  this  project  s Impact  on  cultural 
resources  argues  In  favor  of  any  route  but  the  South  Pass  route 


GI-22 


Riverton,  Wyoming 
February  26,  1991 


Statement  on  Altamont  pipeline  draft  environmental  Impact  statement 


T am  Lavlnla  Oobler  of  Riverton,  Wyoming.  I am  the  president 
of  Friends  of  South  Pass,  an  organization  with  124  members.  Friends 
of  South  Pass  was  founded  in  1976  In  order  to  promote  and  protect 
the  historical  and  cultural  values  of  the  South  Pass  area. 


Olt-i 


GIM 


CI8-3 


018-4 

GI8-5 


We  are  greatly  dismayed  at  the  prospect  of  a pipeline  being 
put  through  the  South  Pass  area.  We  feel  this  would  not  only  create 
great  damage  to  the  landscape  but  would  also  establish  an  industrial 
corridor  which  would  utterly  destroy  the  Integrity  of  this  great 
historic  area.  The  pipeline  Is  Just  not  compatible  with  the  historic, 
cultural,  and  recreational  values. 

A $3^,000  study  which  was  done  for  the  State  of  Wyoming  resulted 
in  the  South  Pass  Heritage  Area  Master  Plan . That  plan  says  at  page 
125,  "A  major  pipeline  affecting  the  existing  resources  and  the  pro- 
posed major  attraction  seems  Incompatible  with  the  recommended  tourism 
effort  and  the  goal  of  historic  preservation.* 

The  draft  environmental  Impact  statement  says  at  page  4D-12, 

*The  Lander  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Resource  Area  Management  Plan 
Identifies  the  South  Pass  Management  Onlt  as  an  avoidance  area  for 
major  utility  systems  In  order  to  protect  the  historic  and  cultural 
values  of  the  area.  This  route  would  be  In  conflict  with  the  BLM's 
management  plan  and  Is,  therefore,  considered  a significant  land  use 
Impact.*  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  Identified  an  alternative 
route  through  Jeffrey  City.  Does  the  BLM  plan  Identify  any  historic 
areas  that  should  be  avoided  on  the  alternative  route? 

At  page  4L-9.  the  EIS  says  of  the  South  Pass  area,  *Although 
the  proposed  pipeline  would  cross  open  rangeland,  the  impacts  on 
vegetation  would  be  long-term.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  would 
create  a scar  on  the  landscape.*  How  do  you  propose  to  mitigate  a 
scar  on  the  landscape  that  will  be  there  100  years  from  now? 


GI8-1 


GI8-2 


GI8-3 


GI8-1 


GI8-5 


(Ldvinia  Dobirr,  Friends  of  South  Pass] 


Tliark  you  for  your  commenu.  Ploue  la  revijod  Chapcerr  4B.  4L  jod  5 u well  u now 
Appendix  B-5-  ’ ' 


plan  on  lo  laie  -Admillnlly,  il  ii  not  clear  al  Ihii  Ume  whal  Ihose  polenlial  impaetj 
[to  iitu  juch  as  Fort  Stambaugh,  the  Minen  Delight-Atlantic  City-South  Paw  City  mining  area 
■ *'  clearly  r,ll.  die  information  gap 

idenbned  in  the  referenced  study. 


Hill  factor  ii  one  of  the  diiadvantagei  aiiociated  with  the  Route  2g  Variation.  The  oroooted 
route  avoids  the  South  Pass  Management  UniL  ^ ^ 


i"f«nnation 

regarding  proposed  hiitonc  areal  for  any  of  the  other  toutea  under  consideration. 


Comment  noted.  A siie-speeific  resloretion  plan  has  been  developed  for  the  South  Pass  area 
Novem^'S'"'^  ” “"tjuncdon  with  route  refinements  adopted  in 

leS  n«lu«  the  resultant  msual  impaeu  on  this  area  to  less-than-sigidficanl 

levels.  See  revised  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-5.  * 


OtB-t 


Ih.  EIS  .t  p.,.  <M-5  .,t  Eh, 5 Ehe  National  Reglai.r 

or  Hlatorlc  Plaoo,  Oo.a  not  h.v.  conrir.ad  bonndarU,  ,or  tb.  National 
N atotlo  Landnart.-  Thl,  ...n.  th,  aroa  around  and  adjacnnt  to  th, 
alto  Of  Th.  South  Pa...  th.  actual  cro.slng  or  th.  Continental  Dluld. 
Ho.  at.  to  Nno.  It  th.  plp.iln.  .ould  Indeed  violate  a National 
Hlatorlc  land.arh? 


Fln.ll,,  at  page  4M-8,  the  EIS  aapa,  -Du.  to  lack  or  co.- 
pl.t.  and  coeperabl.  Intoreatlon  tor  th.  propoa.d  and  alternative 
route., It  la  not  po.albl.  to  p.ttot.  an  objectlve/.goltable  eeplr- 

loal  co.parl.on  at  thla  tl..,.  „ .he  Inror.atlo available 

to  ..he  a valid  co.p.rl.on  b.t.e.n  th.  route.,  vh,  ..a  thl.  EIS 
brought  out  nov? 

O'H  I rind  th.a.  al.te.ent.  very  dlaturblng,  Thla  la  th.  only  tl.e 

I oet  to  co..ent  on  thla  project  and  1 a.  given  ccenta  auch  ea  th. 
•hove,  1 don't  believe  thl.  1.  .hat  th.  lav,  th.  National  Envlron- 
..ntal  Policy  Ect,  r.gulr.a,  1 r.gu.at  that  another  envlron.ent.l 
l.pact  .t.t...„t  be  don.  vhlch  vould  .never  .y  gu.atlon,  and  give  .. 
-or,  cl.arcut  Inror.atlon  about  both  th.  Elta.ont  route  and  th.  SL« 
Jeffrey  City  Uternatlve. 


GI8< 
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Commen,  „„,.d.  Pltaa. 


Comparable  dau  for  this  single  resource  area  a-aci/i.„tiK«ai  . . . 

have  no.  been  col.ec^l  and  are  p„„„,rd  in  „u,  rewlS^Cer  ^M^a^d'aM.'® 


Thank  you  for  your  commenu. 


GI-24 


Tom  Bell  (Thomas  A.  Bell] 

Lander.  Hyonln^ 

February  26,  1991 


Altanont  pipeline  project,  Riverton  hearing 
I am  grieved  that  we  are  even  here  this  evening  to  taltc  about  the 
k'osslble  desecration  of  a national  historic  shrine.  If  the  Altanont 
pipeline  la  allowed  to  go  through  the  South  Pass  area,  the  physical 
atmosphere  of  the  place  will  be  forever  changed.  Another  historic 
site  will  have  been  sacrificed  to  the  alnlghty  dollar. 


019-2 


The  subject  at  hand  Is  the  draft  environmental  Impact  statement. 

I apeatc  only  to  that  part  which  concerns  the  South  Pass  proposed 
route  as  opposed  to  the  Jeffrey  City  alternative.  I find  that  It  la 
of  little  use  In  defining  the  real  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the 
proposed  route  over  the  alternative.  Vo  one  could  take  this  document 
and  make  an  Informed  decision  as  to  which  route  would  be  better  from 
almost  any  aspect. 


G19-3 


019-4 


019-5 


The  document  la  honest  enough  to  say  of  the  South  Pass  area  that 
impacts  on  vegetation  would  be  long-term  and  that  construction  of  the 
pipeline  would  create  a scar  on  the  landscape.  It  tells  us  that  ade- 
quate revegetation  -may  take  years*  because  of  minimal  rainfall.  (S-19) 

It  notes  In  several  sections  that  impacts  would  be  significant.  (4L-9) 

Lip  service  la  given  to  so-called  mitigation  of  visual  impact  where 
the  pipeline  would  parallel  the  main  Oregon  Trail.  But  nowhere  can  I 
find  in  the  EIS  what  happens  when  the  pipeline  crosses  the  Lander  Road 
in  Section  0,  T26K,  RIOOH.  That  branch  of  the  Oregon  Trail  is  considered 
by  some  historians  to  be  every  bit  as  Important  as  other  major  variations. 

The  BIS  casually  treats  clean-up  and  restoration  of  the  right-of-way 
and  says,  *0008030  the  pipe  displaces  a portion  of  excavated  material, 
not  all  of  the  material  removed  can  be  returned  to  the  trench.*  (2-7) 
Nowhere  in  the  EIS  do  I read  about  the  disposal  of  all  the  rock  which 
will  be  removed  from  the  trench  from  approximately  milepost  515  (Rock 
Creek)  to  milepost  527  (near  the  Sweetwater  River).  This  stretch  is 
nearly  pure  rock  which  I am  sure  will  pose  special  construction  problems. 


GI91 


G19-2 


GI9-3 


GI9-4 


GI9-5 


Comment  noted. 


We  disagree.  We  believe  that  ihe  information  and 
adequate  for  a comparison  of  environmental  impact 
between  the  Lost  Cabin  and  Opal  area. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


DEIS  Chapter  4M  identified  mitigation  options  for  sit 


See  response  to  Comments  GI4-2. 


dau  presented  in  the  EIS  is  more  than 
associated  with  the  five  routes  reviewed 


eligible  for  the  NRHP. 


Bell  2 


019-6 


Where  vlii  the  rocW  go  and  where  will  enough  replacement  material  be 
found  to  replace  It?  The  EIS  Inadequately  treats  the  stretch  of 
country  in  this  critical  area  which  has.  as  the  EIS  puts  It,  -poor 
rehabilitation  potential.-  (48-10)  It  does  say.  In  regard  to  soils 
and  Climate,  -These  restrictive  features  would  limit  successful  regen- 
eration Of  vegetation  and  may  result  In  significant,  long-term  visual 
Impact  on  the  area.*  I think  the  verb  may  should  be  changed  to  win . 
This  area  Is  within  the  vlevscape  of  the  main  Oregon  Trail  and.  as 
noted  above,  crosses  the  Lander  Road. 


QI9-7  I The  EIS  states  (4J-2)  that,  -Altamont  Indicates.  . .no  new  roads 

would  be  required  to  access  the  proposed  right-of-way.  . i challenge 
I that  statement.  Proa  ay  knowledge  of  the  countryside  and  the  terrain 
Prom  Twin  Creek  to  the  county  road  between  Rock  Creek  and  Willow  Creek, 
there  are  no  access  roads  suitable  for  heavy  construction.  There  are 
two-track  trails  suitable  for  4-wheel  drive  vehicles  but  nothing  to 
accommodate  very  largo  trucks  carrying  00-foot  sticks  of  30-lnch  steel 
pipe.  That  piece  of  countryside  contains  some  very  rough  terrain  and 
several  small  streams  which  will  pose  problems  for  construction,  let 
alone  the  problem  of  getting  pipe  to  the  construction  area.  All  of  that 
•rea  win  be  greatly  Impacted  by  the  construction  and  access  to  It.  It 
is  now  pretty  country,  it  won't  be  so  pretty  when  Altanont  finishes 

with  It. 

The  EIS  la  Inadequate  In  comparing  wildlife  Impacts  between  the  pro- 
posed route  and  the  Jeffrey  city  alternative.  It  Is  somewhat  Ilk. 
comparing  apples  to  oranges  If  stream  crossings  and  wetland  areas  are 
thrown  In.  Khat  la  not  stated  In  the  EIS  Is  that  the  Jeffrey  City 
route  parallels,  or  la  In  close  proximity  to.  well  designated  roads 
or  follows  existing  pipeline  corridors  where  wildlife  impacts  have 
•iready  taken  place  and  where  there  are  but  two  streams,  the  Sweetwater 
River  and  Crooks  Creek.  The  South  Pass  route  would  have  to  cross  ten 
streams  and  then  the  Sweetwater  River,  between  Highway  287  and  Highway 


GI9I 


019-9 


019-10 


GI9-6 


GI9-7 


GI9-8 


GI9-9 


GI9-tO 


The  EIS  Itself  says  (4H-a),  -Due  to  lack  of  complete  and  comparable 


GI-25 


Comment  noted.  Please  see  revisions  to  Chapter  48  and  Appendix  B-S. 


I!''”'  '■>"'1  invesligalion.,  dau  fiJed  b, 

tti,  pro,«  ,po„„.  all  ,app„„  u,a  « »y 


nunk  you  for  yoor  commaol.  Plaa«  ,00  ra,i»d  Chap,,,  4L  for  oar  vi.oal  iorpao.  analyd,. 


We  disagree.  Also  see  response  to  Comment  SA16-8. 


TibUlTid‘o.3. “““ 


GI-26 


Bell  3 


019-11  Information  for  the  proposed  and  alternative  routes.  It  Is  not  possible 
to  perfora  an  objective/equitable  empirical  comparison  at  this  time.- 
Even  though  that  statement  Is  only  in  reference  to  cultural  resources. 
It  can  be  applied  to  other  resource  areas.  And  It  says  to  me  that  the 
BIS  does  not  adequately  tell  me  all  I need  to  knov  to  make  an  informed 
019-12  decision.  In  addition,  I find  through  the  comments  of  Bureau  of  Land 
Hanagement  sen  on  the  ground  here  that  they  are  being  Ignored. 


GI9-I3 


I thought  federal  law  applied  to  everyone,  even  powerful  federal 
agencies  and  their  political  Canadian  clients.  The  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  la  not  being  followed  In  this  Impact  statement.  There- 
fore. I am  requesting  that  a supplemental  Impact  statement  be  done  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  which  would  cover  the  proposed  South  Pass 
route  and  the  Jeffrey  City  alternative. 


G19-II 


See  response  to  Comment  G18-7. 


GI9-12  We  disagree.  See  response  to  Comment  Gi3-}. 
GI9-13  We  disagree.  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


[Ma£g|  Layton,  Fremont  County  Historical  Society] 


ALTAMONT  PIPELINE  PROJECT 
Wyoming 


nty  Hleeorlcal  Society 


The  Ptenont  County  Historical  Society  wishes  to  go  on 

record  as  strongly  opposing  the  proposed  Altamont  pipeline  OIIO-l  Thank  you  for  your  comment, 

their  •n'i  using  Instead  one  of 


Representing  the  Society: 

Maggl  Layton  - Vice  President 
Lennls  Colllher 
Patti  Hund 
Loren  Jost 


GI-27 


Ni»tur«l 


• Energy  R<>gijl4tory  Commis«ton 

•Wyoming  Wi!d|ife  Federation  comment*  on  rtltamont 
0*»  Pipeline  Project  Draft  £ts. 


OIII-I 


tt  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  » comment*  are  ilirecteil  to 

specifically,  impact*  of  road*  on  wildlife  have  not  been  fi.i  i ^ 

addressed.  Additional  .inalvsl*  and  uiiy 

needed.  •''naiyai*  and  mitigation  measure*  are 


Olil-) 

0111-3 


oni<4 


Olil-S 


0111-6 


pipeline  would 

Vocllioll  i3 

the  pipeline  route  would  cross  2fl3  county"%oads.  •*''wi  thout 
question,  there  will  be  new  roads  and  two  track*  resultino  fr 
this  project.  This  Is  acknowledged  on  page  SE-1  of  the  DEIS  which 
‘ wildlife  resource* 

would  result  from  construction  and  operation  of  either  pipeline 

fLu^rl'  **  "r"  r?  access  along  the  right-of-way 

following  construction."  ' 

Several  wildlife  biologists  believe  there  are  numern... 
Important  -lldUC  h.blt.t.  .Ion,  (h.  propo.,a  plp.lln.  rput. 
-Mph  ...  •Ir..dy  pv..-rp.d.d.  n.p,  p.  th...  pv.r-.p.d.d  »£ldU*, 
laPds.  Qiv.n  th.  f.ct  th.t  the.,  .t  1 1 b.  n.» 
.ddUloo.l  rp.d.  .Ipho  th.  rout.,  . coopr.h.n.l v.  tr.o.port.t 1 on 
pl.n  n..d.  to  b.  c.t.d  by  th.  BLb  In  ord.r  to  .ddr...  th. 
impacts  of  eMcesslve  reading  on  wildlife. 

(*4^*?*  shows  that  the  proposed  route  would  cross 

critical  winter  range  for  sage  grouse,  moose,  deer,  antelope  and 
other  specie*.  The  number  of  mil es  of  road*  wl 11  Increasi  In 
these  Areas.  but  no  one  know*  to  what  degree  BLM  winter  ranges 
rout.  nor  which  winter  ranges  along  the  Altamont 

rout*  are  already  excessively  roaded. 

wildnfr*"r.criatlonf!]?r''^*H“’?.'’‘*"’  Addressing  the  need*  of 
addressing  the  1 «ue  of ’o^er-roadlnron"  wU  dl  If  ."^habl  1 1”"  Sn 
Forest  Service  lands  road  density  standards  have  been  established 

standard*  for  species  such  as  antelope  and  deer. 

Until  the  BLM  develops  transportation  plans  and  establishes 

hrLop';« ''  ■>' - 3..h  o,  .o.b, 

b.  .lo«;  PhCbntrbll.b  U.. 

™.bi3:‘%r.".*:;h"^b:vr,br4r:;r;.::;*‘bro'„r?;irr"‘-  -r-- 

;:y"-‘‘.r  

way.  In  many  if  not  most  areas,  screening  the  r 1 oht -of-w... 
and/or  prevent  uncontrolled  ORV  use  on  the  right-of-way  will  be 
pnrouSng'by'LM'Jerw^neiTrneeie;.  monitoring  and 

meanlnqfurcumulltivr?mpan*”nal%ir“*rbrr^'"*?t  * 

B3b ......  o,  v-ip-pbuho'.*,°j.^?;r:o?;?o^r2;u!rbrir,?"b.p"; 


fWyomlnt  WUdllfe  FederaUoa] 


01 M ■ I Thank  you  for  your  comment  No  new  irmnn«rvy 

««  Wild  H„«  suapp  ,N„.  ^ " 


0111-3  S“'«I>0"«IPComiiipnlGIII-l,boy., 


OHM  See  previous  response. 


0111-5  We  will  pass  your  suggestions  on  lo  the  BLM. 


«wai.  Much  oriie  pn^^SjTpoT’y^rlll'iT  “ihf  '''f'Ulion  effcetiyely  llmiu  «*icte 
li'Ue  o,  no  .ppliuadon'X  Al^7pt,^  ““"’O'.  Hd.  r«»p,mcnd.Uob  hio 


OiU-7 


Gni-7 


The  tequesled  analyiii  il  well  beyood  the  scope  of  this  EIS- 


OIU'9 


CIU-8  See  response  to  CoinmenI  GIIl-5  above. 

GIll-9  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


GI-29 


GI-30 


WYOMING  CHAPTER 
SIERRA  CLUB 

*Teder«l  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 


February  26,  1991 


GII21 


GI12-2 


Gli23 


GII2-4 


Please  accept  the  follo««ing  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Wyoming 
Chapter  Sierra  Club  regarding  the  proposed  Altamont  natural  gas 
pipeline  project 

After  reading  the  draft  EIS,  we  have  concerns  about  a number 
of  issues  that  were  not  resolved  in  the  document.  Specifically, 
air  and  water  pollution  has  historically  been  a problem  that 
results  from  energy  development  and  transport.  According  to  the 
DEIS,  the  pipeline  plans  to  cross  92  bodies  of  water  including  25 
perennial  rivers  or  creeks.  55  Intermittent  creeks  or  ditches  and 
12  ephemeral  creeks  along  the  drainages  of  the  Clarks  Fork  of  the 
Yellowstone.  Shoshone.  Greybull,  Bighorn.  Sweetwater,  and  Green 
River,  The  risk  of  a catastrophic  accident  that  would  severely 
degrade  the  present  high  quality  of  Wyoming’s  air  and  water  Is 
high-  What  mitigations  will  be  made  to  prevent  such  problems? 

As  acknowledged  in  the  cumulative  impacts  (chapter  5)  of  the 
DEIS.  the  proposed  pipeline  would  "result  in  additive  impacts  to 
vegetation,  wildlife  and  visual  resources."  We  are  especially 
concerned  about  the  potential  impacts  that  may  occur  on  the 
resident  raptor  population.  Biodiversity  of  the  desert  flora  and 
fauna  is  dependent  on  habitat  protection.  Coosiderlng  how  the 
diminished  habitat  has  already  impacted  other  species,  we,  feel  It 
Is  reprehensible  for  the  federal  land  management  agencies  to 
allow  further  habitat  degradation. 

He  are  most  concerned  with  the  far-reaching  longterm 
effects  of  such  a large  project  on  the  more  pristine  areas  of  the 
Red  Desert.  He  have  submitted  a proposal  to  the  BLH  to  consider 
managing  the  Great  Divide  Basin  as  a National  Conservation  Area. 
Such  a Jurisdiction  would  certainly  include  multiple  use,  but 
would  discourage  such  high  impact  projects  as  Altamont  Pipeline 
or  the  Triton  Coal  Bed  Methane  Development.  There  is  a high 
demand  for  non-motorized  recreation,  wildlife  habitat  protection, 
biological  diversity.  cultural  and  archaeological  resource 
protection  and  maintenance  of  high  quality  water.  air  and  visual 
resources.  He  have  not  been  impressed  with  the  BLM's  ability  to 
monitor  its  resources  to  date,  and  are  unclear  from  this  DEIS  who 
will  perform  the  monitoring  plan  suggested. 

The  BLM  and  FERC  must  remember  that  massive  oil  and  gas 
development  is  not  compatible  with  multiple  use.  since  the 
inevitable  impacts  that  occur  preclude  other  resource  uses. 

It  is  obvious  that  this  project  is  being  fast-tracked 
through  too  quickly  and  should  be  analyzed  more  carefully  before 
a decision  is  made.  He  hope  you  will  not  Just  rubberstamp  this 
project  as  you  stated  in  your  preliminary  approval,  but  take  a 
close  look  at  how  best  to  avoid  significant  and  irreversible 
environmental  effects  to  Wyoming's  values.  Not  only  is  such  lack 
of  oversight  irresponsible,  it  is  beyond  the  limits  of  the  law. 


Meredith  Taylor 

"Not  blind  opposition  to  progress,  but  opposition  to  blind  progress.' 


(Wyoming  Chaplrr  Sierra  Club| 


01 12- 1 Our  analysis  did  nol  identify  any  significant  risks  associated  with  either  proposal  We  are 

unaware  of  how  a ‘catastrophic  accident*  associated  with  the  Altamont  proposal  would 
severely  degrade"  Wyoming's  air  or  water. 


GII2-2  Thank  you  fo,  you,  commtnl  PIcaK  revision,  ,o  Chapre,  4E  regarding  poienlial  impacl 

on  raptors  and  recommended  mitigation. 


GI12-3  Although  three  of  the  South  Pass  Route  Variations  would  cross  the  Red  Desert/Great  Divide 
Basin,  the  proposed  route  would  avoid  this  area. 


GII2-4 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


(Wind  River  Multiple  Use  AdvocatesI 


Wind  River  ^ 

Multiple  Use  Advocates 


Hi.  Laurence  Sautec 
Federal  Energy  Regulator 
02$  N.  Capitol  Street,  i 
Washington,  DC  20426 


01131 


0113-2 


0113-3 


nr  . Sauter , 

wind  Rivet  Hultlple  Use  Advocates  would  like  to  express  our 
support  toe  the  preterced  Altamont  Pipeline  route  through  Fremont 
County,  Wyoming. 

Out  position  stems  from  the  obvious  care  taken  In  avoiding 
direct  conflicts  with  historical  sites  (Oregon  Trail,  Atlantic  City 
and  South  Pass  City)  and  critical  winter  grazing  for  big  game  animals 
(Red  Canyon) . 

Our  members  are  avid  users  of  our  Federal  Lands.  The  conflicts 
which  have  been  brought  out  were  often  due  to  uninformed  and 

misinformed  people  spreading  opinions.  This  was  an  unfortunate 

circumstance  which  lead  to  a split  community  - which  still  does  not 

have  all  the  facts. 

The  route  between  the  Oregon  Trail  and  historic  cities  of  South 
Pass  and  Atlantic  City  allows  no  Intrusion  on  tourism  and  vlewshed; 
except  where  the  pipeline  approaches  and  crosses  the  Oregon  Trail  at 
the  underground  telephone  line  crossing. 

The  statements  of  opposition  due  to  Wyoming  gas  not  Included 
within  the  pipeline  Ignores  the  true  meaning  of  free  enterprise. 
While  Wyoming  gas  moving  through  would  be  the  best  scenario  for 
Wyoming  and  Its’  residents,  the  reality  Is  lost  business 
opportunities  are  a fact  of  the  free  enterprise  system.  The  Industry 
has  known  for  a few  years  the  pipeline  was  being  contemplated, 

studied,  and  organized.  The  Industry  has  had  opportunity  to  organize 
and  approach  the  pipeline  company.  The  approval  of  a route  should 
not  be  reached  due  to  the  fact  Industry  was  unable  to  reach  an 
agreement . 

The  route  approval  should  stand  on  the  environmental 
considerations  given  to  the  differing  land  forms,  habitats  and 
streams;  considerations  to  historical  sites  and  the  careful  selection 
avoiding  such.  We  believe  the  Altamont  Company  has  taken  careful 
considerations  for  all  of  these  factors,  and  therefore  support 
preferred  route. 


GII3  I 


GII3-2 


0113-3 


Thank  you  for  your  commenls. 


As  a result  of  Altamont's  November  1990  route  realignments,  this  crossing  is  now  proposed  to 
occur  approximately  I.S  miles  to  the  southwest  where  Highway  2B  crosses  the  trail. 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


GI-31 


GII3-3  The  Altaaont  pipeline  has  a need  attached  to  It  for  Che 

(ODOL)  oconoelcally  iepacted  areas  of  Uvonlng.  torn  by  financial 
difficulties.  These  impacted  areas  are  not  liniced  to  the 
area  of  battle  occurring  here  in  frenont  County.  Washakie 
County  la  operating  under  poor  economic  conditions,  and  these 
conditions  reach  disaster  proportions  in  neighboring  Hoc 
Springs  County.  Part  of  the  acceptance  of  the  plan  for  the 
Altaaont  pipeline  sust  therefore  consider  these  counties  in 
our  consideration  of  the  project.  81g  Horn  County  Is  In  some 
difficulty  as  well.  Thus  the  plans  developed  In  FreaonC 
County  Bust  consider  a negative  or  overly  restrictive  land 
prescription  by  the  BLM,  as  daaaging  to  all  of  us.  and  not  a 
viable  choice. 


There  has  been  such  discussion  about  alternative  routes 
for  the  Altaaont  line.  The  main  point  is  that  all  these 
alternative  lines  Involve  South  Pass.  Those  who  wish  to 
close  down  the  pipeline  don't  want  It  anywhere  near  the 
historic  sites.  I agree,  but  how  near  la  near?  South  Pass 
has  been  a conduit  for  the  ebb  and  flow  of  people  for  many 
hundreds  of  centuries.  Can  you  see  us  asking  the  Forest 
Service  for  a wilderness  route  through  the  wind  Rivers, 
perhaps  through  say.  wind  River  or  Sweetwater  gaps?  This 
Idea  is  iBpractical  of  course.  Where  then  does  the  pipeline 
need  to  be  for  soea  resesblance  of  practicality?  South 
Pass  is  the  only  western  route  possible,  south  of  the  Montana 
line.  It  Is  the  first  available  route,  as  the  Indians  and 
Che  fur  trappers  established  long  ago. 

Will  South  Pass  rasaln  a conduit  for  progress  and 
eKpansion  for  the  good  of  Wyoalng?  The  answer  is  yes,  now 
and  In  the  foreseeable  future.  There  can  be  no  acceptable 
rerouting  if  the  people  are  to  have  some  econonic  resource 
and  the  financial  stability  and  a chance  to  return  to  the 
viable  way  of  life  that  we  all  have  enjoyed  and  wish  to 
continue  to  enjoy  as  legal  residents  and  land  owners  in  the 
state  of  Uyoelng. 

Historical  sites  are  nice,  and  oost  of  us  use  them.  But 
thev  cannot  be  allowed  to  spread  over  vast  tracts  of  Wyoming 
to  the  detrisent  of  the  state  of  Wyoming’s  future,  and  well 


. - 

William  G.  King.  Vice  President 
Wind  River  Multiple  Use  Advocates 


GI-32 


HP  omt*  b.  760  l»  Non*  <m  Si>hi  imo 

»*>on»  on  |3e;i  U2  »«0  *n  (Wj  »i 


2S  February  1991 


Altamont  Gas  Project 

Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr. 

Room  7312 

Environnental  Compliance  Branch,  OPPR 
Federal  Enertjy  Regulatory  Cotnmlaalon 
925  ^?orth  Capitol  Street,  HE 
Haahington,  DC  20426 


GII4I 


To  imom  It  May  Concern; 

»"  «>•  AltMiont  Project.  After 
ertlclee.  revlewle,  Alteiroef. 

™^o"t"™J?o“‘"’  '■"’Pl”-  ' '“PPOPP 

Ijm  very  concerned  ebont  the  envlroiment.  However  I ee. 
can  help  impLll  needed  areH. 


Thank  you  for  thie  opportunity. 
Sincerely 


RECEIVED  BY 

NAD  0 I 

umniitdnii  anmiua  uo  no«t 

jiMrasitwo 


(Stephen  J.  Tyler] 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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GI-34 


The  Northern  Arapaho  Tribe 

S ^ K.4  Oniee  ol  Community  and  Economic  Development 
* - Ty  **0  Bo«  sue.  Ein«l«.  Wyoming  82520  . 


iv  N ' 

.it'" 


March  4.  1991 


Mr.  Lauranca  J.  Sautar.  Jr. 

Padaral  Enargy  Ragulatory  Coaalaalon 
929  North  Capitol  Straat.  N.B. 
Maahlngton.  D.C.  20426 

Subjact:  CP99-460-001  and  CP90-1379-000 
Attantlont  Ha.  Lola  Caahall.  Sacratary 


OllSI 


Daar  Larry: 

Thanka  for  talking  to  aa  on  tha  phona  about  aoaa  of  our  Mutual  thoughta 
about  tha  naad  to  actlvaly  Includa  Natlva  Aaaricana  In  tha  Altaaont 
Envlronaantal  lapaet  Stataaant  eoanant  procaaa. 

Plaaaa  conaldar  thaaa  coaaanta  ay  foraal  onaa  to  ba  Ineludad  In  tha 
racord.  alnca  1 Maa  unabla  to  attand  tha  public  haarlng  In  Rlvarten. 
»»yoBlng.  Alao,  plaaaa  flla  thaaa  coaaanta  whan  you  ara  flnlahad 
ravlawlng  thaa. 

Although  tha  plpallna  routa  through  tha  South  Paaa  aklrta  tha  axlatlng 
boundarlaa  of  tha  Mind  Rlvar  Indian  Raaarvatlon.  tha  landa  ovar  which 
tha  plpallna  axtanda  waa  a part  of  tha  1969  traaty  landa  and  apaclal 
attantlon  auat  ba  paid  toward  Idantlf Icatlon  of  any  cultural  or 
traditional  grounda  and  altaa  In  tha  araa. 

Tha  draft  SIS  aandataa  tha  davalopaant  of  a cultural  raaourcaa  plan  as 
wall  aa  a throrougb  SHPO  ravlew.  Plaaaa  Includa  ay  naaa  and  addrasa  on 
tha  Balling  Hat  whan  It  coaaa  for  SHPO  participation  In  tha  procaaa. 

X look  forward  to  bacoalng  aora  Involvad  In  tha  aachanlcs  of  tha 
Altaaont  BIS  procaaa.  Should  you  hava  any  quastlona,  plaaaa  contact 


Dlractor 


[Northern  Arupaho  Tribe] 


GIlS-l  Comments  accepted.  Please  see  changes  to  Chapters  3M  and  4M. 


Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 


[Wyoming  Outdoor  Counclll 


.-Itiicii 


I.  li>9l 


FeJeial  Ciivi  ry  R«vuliilu(v  uuMimisaiun 
82j  Surlli  Lupilul  Slreal,  N.&. 
h.«luti«luti.  UC  20>I26 

RE:  buckyl  Nus.  CP89-460-001  and  C('90-I3T3-Ob0 
Dear  Ma.  Caahall: 


On  baliall  uf  lha  Wvuiuinf  Oulduur  Cuuticil  (WOO.  I am  wi  ilinf  la 
•xpreaa  Ilia  cuiicariia  ut  uur  inetiibarahip  with  lh«  PGT/PCfcE  and  *■ 

Allaniuiil  Pipalina  Prujacla  OiaTl  EnviruiiinaiiUil  luipaul  SUlemaitl.  January 
1991  iDuvKal.  Nua.  CP89-460-001  and  CP90-13T3-000).  Ttia  Wyoming 
Oulduur  Cuunuil  ia  Wyouiing'a  unly  alalawida  lioina-gruwn  vunaarvaliun 
gruup,  witli  uvar  1.000  mambera  acruaa  lha  alala.  A aignJicaitl  nuuibar 
uf  uur  maiiibarahip  liva  in  Framunl  Cuuiily  Iwliara  uur  utficaa  ara  baaed) 
and  hava  a apaciul  inlaraal  in  lha  propuaed  ixiula  allarnativaa  uf  lha 
Allaniunl  pipalina  through  lha  SuulU  Paaa  ur  Jaffray  City  araaa  uf 
Wyuining.  Thaaa  wrillan  cumoiaiila  aupplamanl  and  Curlhar  axplaui  lha 
verbal  laaliinuny  given  by  aUfr  namber  Dunn  Kaaaelhaiia  uuncarning  lha 
Allainunl  ruula  al  lha  Rivarlon  public  hearing  un  February  26lh. 


It  haa  cuma  lu  our  allanliun  lhal  lha  Bureau  u(  Land  Manageiuanl 
IBLM)  urtica  fur  Ilia  area  cluaeal  lu  South  Paaa  and  lha  Jairray  City 
ruulea  (Lander  Ofrical  made  axlanaiva  adninialraliva  review  cumuianla  un 
lha  adequacy  of  lha  DEIS  acialyaia  of  lha  twu  uiajur  ruulaa  propuaed  in 
Ihia  area.  They  concluded  ~lha  Draft  duea  not  adaqualaly  aaaaaa  lha 
pulanllal  adyaraa  impacla  of  the  prupuaed  Allamonl  route  and  South  Paei 

praaanl  preliminary  draft  would  nut  provide  fur  infortuad  public  review 
and  agency  daciaion-mahing." 


G1I6-2 


GII6-3 


OHM 


The  Iwanly-lwo  pagea  of  lhal  lucal  BLM  analvaia  are  aubmillad 
here  aa  part  uf  lha  Oulduur  Cuuncil'e  furuial  cuniinanla  on  lha  Draft  EIS. 
Wa  feel  lhal  Iheaa  detailed  and  inforuied  commanla  by  lha  land  managara 
who  have  eKlanaive  un-lhe-gruund  knuwladga  of  lha  lucal  area  hava  nul 
been  headed  in  lha  DEIS  davelupDenl  procaaa.  Specifically,  wa  believe 
lha  DEIS  duea  not  fulfill  lha  raquirauienla  uf  NEPA.  11  ia  a highly 
ganaralited  document  with  overt  inaccuracies  and  incuraplale 
presenlaliun  and  analyaia  of  data  which  appears  lu  unfairly  prumula  lha 
South  Pass  ruula  allernaliva.  Specific  areas  in  lha  DEIS  which  support 
Iheaa  cunclusiuii  are  referenced  in  lha  enclueed  ducuuianl. 

Request  fur  lOO-day  a»lanaiun  un  lha  cummenl  period. 

The  Wyoming  Oulduur  Cuuncil  requests  an  ealensiun  uf  lha  public 
cumiiienl  pei-iud  for  lha  DEIS.  Fur  a project  uf  this  siva.  covering 
nuDiaruua  slalea  and  creating  a ulililv  corridur  lhal  will  set  a precedent 
for  future  develupuienl  fur  many  years  lu  cuiua.  lha  public  needs  luura 


0116-1 

GH6-2 


CI16-3 


GUM 


Sec  response  to  Comment  GI5-10. 

We  disagree  that  BLM  comments  on  picUminary  drafts  of  the  EIS  have  not  been  heeded  in  the 
DEIS  development  process,  and  so  does  the  BLM.  The  BLM  specifically  states  in  its  official 
DEIS  comment  letter:  'Previously  related  BLM  comments  or  those  dealing  with  early  internal 
reviews  can  either  be  assumed  to  be  resolved  or  of  a nature  that  BLM  will  deal  with  in  its 
review  and  approval  of  the  POO  or  any  right-of-way  grant.*  (Page  3,  BLM  letter  of  comment 
on  the  DEIS,  dated  March  8,  1991.)  As  a result,  and  because  the  ‘local  BLM  analysis* 
referenced  in  this  comment  is  relevant  only  to  a preliminary  draA  document  and  not  the  DEIS, 
these  comments  will  not  be  responded  to  in  this  FEIS.  We  also  note  for  the  record  that  the 
commenlors  did  not  attach  the  22  pages  to  their  letter  of  comment. 


We  disagree  with  this  characterization  of  (he  EIS. 


On  March  S,  1991,  the  Commission's  Secretary  responded  to  the  requested  lOO-day  extension 
by  granting  an  extension  until  March  IS,  1991. 


301  Main 


bonder.  WY  82520 


(307)  332-7031 


GI-35 


GII6-5 


u|ipui  luiiil  V fui’  leview  miJ  nlu'lv  ijf  the  DtlS.  Ihe  iiiuOeguale  aiiulvuie 
u(  the  auulh  Haee/Jeffiev  Cilv  luulee  ruilher  cuiiiph«.alee  the  ineue. 

Fur  a (Jefenaihle  (liial  EIS  lu  he  wrilleit.  FERC  inual  alluw  iiiuie  Ihiia  fur 
sutislaiilive  leview  uf  the  EIS.  Tlie  curretil  DEIS  ulrea'Iv  cefletla  a 
liaalv  pieitaratiuci  acid  la<.h  u(  cuiiaidei aliuri  uf  eailtei'  cuiniiieiila  made  bv 
the  BLM. 


Specific  Prublama  with  the  DEIS 


CII6^ 


l)  Lack  uf  rectaoialiun  detail  and  accuracy  fur  the  South  Paua  ruule. 
Blaatiiiff  Ihruufh  bedruck  in  a hi^h  altitude  terrain,  lack  uf  tup  auil.  and 
(jueatiune  abuut  reaturatiun  uf  enpuaed  aurface  bedruck  terrain  fur  tliie 
ruule,  aa  well  aa  the  quealiuiied  accuracy  uf  the  DEIS  in  purlrayinr  the 
auil  type*  uf  the  Suulh  Paaa  alternative  - all  indicate  the  puteniial  fur 
eeriuua  and  undereetimated  adveree  enviruiniiental  iiiipacta  lu  thia  frafile 
envirunuient. 


0116-7 


2t  Lack  uf  cumulative  impact  analyaie  fur  the  precedent-eettinc  creation 
uf  a new  utility  curridur  fur  the  Suulh  Paaa  route.  The  DEIS  feila  tu 
iiiake  Hde«4uate  cuiupariauii  between  the  Jeffrey  City  ruute  (uf  which  98X 
fulluwe  exiatiiif  utility  curridural  tu  the  new  iiiipactw  fur  creatintf 
anuther  pipeline  curridur.  Maiiilenanca  ruada,  the  reaullins  future  uae 
by  recreatiuniata,  end  the  uppurtunily  fur  additional  development  in  a 
newly  eetabliahed  utility  curridur  were  nut  adequately  addreaaed. 
Accurdinf  lu  the  BLM  analyaie;  ’‘Ealablishment  of  a curridur  by 
Allaoiunt  will  invite  ulher  develupmenl  prupuaala  elonc  line  curridur.  It 
will  detrude  the  vieual  and  hielurical  inletrily  uf  the  area." 


0II6-I 


31  Lack  uf  adequate  analyeia  uf  the  affected  ueee  uf  the  allernete 
ruulee.  The  Jeffrey  City  ruule  fullowu  an  esLabliahed  utilitv  curridur 
and  iiiifht  affect  euuie  atricultural  ueea;  but  uverell,  pipeline 
cunetrucliun  would  be  cvmpalible.  In  cunlraat.  the  Suuth  Paae 
ellernalive  wuuld  treatly  imped  e truwinf  tuuriaio  end  recrealiun 
deetinaliun  epol  fur  Fremurit  Cuunly.  Aeide  fruta  lha  well  kiiuwn 
hieluricel  aitnificeiit  uf  the  area.  South  Paaa  ia  becuininf  a recrealiunal 
hub  fur  the  area,  aa  bulh  a deatinutiuii  fur  fuiuily  uutinta  and  a alarlinf 
plac«  fur  uulflller  Iripa  lu  the  Red  Deaerl.  ruck  hunlere,  apurtaoiun,  and 
ulhera.  The  DEIS  faila  tu  deacribe  the  wide  difference  uf  ueee  between 
the  Iwu  luulee  and  the  reaulliiif  cuneequencee  of  pipeline  cunelructiuii 
lu  thuae  uaea. 


011^9  41  Failure  tu  deacribe  end  edequelely  eddreae  the  archaeulutical, 

cuUuml  and  hieturiual  faaturee  uf  the  ruutaa.  Data  ie  aeverely  lackiiif 
ill  thia  area,  eepaciallv  fur  early  Indian  eileu  and  arlifucla.  There  la 
nut  enuuth  infurmatiun  available  fur  the  public  tu  accurelelv  cuiiipare 
the  impecla  each  ruule  allernulive  preaenta  in  thia  area. 

0116-10  In  auinmary,  we  afree  with  the  cunclueiun  uf  the  BLM  ae  elated  in 

the  encluaed  adininialretive  review:  "..the  EIS  ie  e hichiv  ceneralixed 
ducument.  The  level  uf  enal.vaia  ia  inudequete  lu  evaluate,  un  a lucal 
baaia.  the  impact  uf  either  the  prupuaed  adiun  ur  any  allernalivea  un 
the  areaa  they  wuuld  paaa  Ihruuch.  The  level  uf  analvaia  ia  nut 
Bufficieiil  lu  uae  aa  a baaia  fur  the  develupnient  uf  milicalinc  measurea. 
The  piupuaed  acliun  in  particular  haa  nut  been  deaicned  lu  "fit'  the 


0116-5 


See  response  lo  Comment  0116-2. 


0116-6  We  have  raneljzed  Die  aiil,  dau  which  wu  iumnurized  in  ihe  DEIS  and  revi^l  out 
a^menl.  Please  see  tevisrf  Chaplet  4B.  Tablee  S-e  and  0-3,  and  new  Appendice,  B-1  and 


OHM  See  res^se  to  Comment  015-8.  We  disagte.  that  ihe  EIS  fail,  lo  adequately  compare  the 
proposed  rouie  againsi  the  South  Pass  Route  Variations.  -i  / 


0116-8  We  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  project  would  si|nifi<andy  affect  recreation/tourism  in  the 
South  Pass  area  beyond  the  season  of  construction.  In  this  regard,  the  two  routes  are  not 
sigruficantly  different. 


0116-9  Comment  noted.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  3L  and  4L. 


CI16-I0 


a'lfrir*™  comments.  Also  see  response  to  Comments  CI5-10  and 


laiidsctai^e.  rtilher,  il  m ■ luute  nupei'iiMpuaeiJ  uii  Oia  laiitiscMpv  wtlliuui 
ivsuril  Uj  llie  aetiailivilv  u(  llie  area  il  wuulti  puea  Ihruuali." 

Tliatik  vuu  fur  cuoatJei  aliuti  uf  uur  i.ui»iiieiila. 

^iiiuerely, 

Sleptiailia  Keaaler 
Execuiive  Direclur 


GI-37 


GI-38 


KOVE 


Pcbruar7  26,  1991 


Pedsral  Energy  Regulatory  Coulsslon 
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Re  Altaaoat  Pipeline  Hearing  Riverton.  Wyoalng  February  26.  1991 
To  oboe  It  Bay  coocarn: 

The  attached  editorial  was  broadcast  on  radio  stations  KOVB  and  KDLT  In 
support  of  the  Altanet  project.  Ve  endorse  the  project  and  the 
preferred  route.  Equal  tlae  was  offered  for  dissenting  opinion  but  was 
not  used. 


It  is  our  belief  that  Altaaoot  has  addressed  both  the  environMntal  and 
historical  concerns  and  the  cospany  should  be  allowed  to  cosplete  this 
tsportant  project. 


written  connts. 


becewedbv 


Box  430 


LANDER.  WYOMING 

82520 

307-332-5683 

307-856-5607 


(KOVE/KDLY  Radio) 


GIH-l  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


KOVE 


KOVE  KOLT  EDtTOBIAl  OCTOBER  4,  1990 


IT  IS  OUB  COITEITIOI  THAT  FBENOIT  COUBTT  RESIDEITS  HAVE  BEE!  THB  VICTIHS  OF 
A OELtBERATB  DIS- IBFOBNAT 101  CAHPAIGI  RECARDIRC  THB  ALTAMOIT  PIPELIIB  I 
THOUGHT  SOHBTRIIG  VAS  VROIG  VHEI  1 FOUID  HYSELP  OB  THB  SAKE  SIDE  AS  THOSE 
BESPOBStBlB  FOB  THIS  CAHPAIGI  AT  THE  FIRST  PUBLIC  HEBTIIG  VITH  ALTAHOIT 
OFFICIALS  II  LUDER  LAST  SPRIIG. 
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IT  IS  ALSO  OUR  COITEITIOI  THAT  TBB  COUITY  COHHISSIOIEBS  VERB  HASTT  II  THEIR 
■OI-SVPPOBT  OP  THB  PROJECT  AFTER  OILT  HEABIIG  OIE  SIDE  OP  THE  STORT. 
iLREADT.  RALPH  URBIGEIT  HAS  8ECAITE0  HIS  DECISIOI  AGAIIST  THE  ROOT!  AID  HAS 
POBLICLT  STATED  HIS  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  PROJECT  AID  THE  PREFERRED  ROUTE  I HOPS 
THAT  TUB  OTHER  CORHISSIOIERS  VILL  R8C0ISIDBR  THB  IB  HASTT  VOTE  AID  SUPPORT 
TBB  PROJECT  AS  PRESEITEO 

PREHOIT  COUITT  VOULD  BBIBPIT  PROR  THE  COISTRUCTIOI  OP  THB  PIPELIIB  TBSOUCB 
JOBS  FROH  JUn  THROUGH  OCTOBER.  THROUGH  VORIBRS  01  THB  PIPELIIB  lEEDIIG 
ROORS,  POOD.  CLOTHIIG.  GASOLIIB,  AID  OTHER  SSSEITIALS,  PLUS.  A SHALL  PBRRAIEIT 
VORK  FORCE  VILL  RBRAll  U PREHOIT  COUITT.  AID  THROUGH  PROPERTT  TAXES 
ALTAHOIT  VOL  PAT  01  EVERT  RILE  OP  PIPE  II  PREHOIT  COUITT. 

ALTAHOIT  OFFICIALS  RATE  FLEDGED  TO  BE  A GOOD  IBIGHBOR.  THBT  BVBI  RATE  U 
ElVIROIREITAL  COISULTAIT  RBSBARCHIIG  UOV  TO  RB.PLAIT  SAGEBRUSH  AID  OTHER 
lATITB  PLAITS  TO  PURTHBB  LBSSEI  AIT  VISUAL  IHPACT  TUB  PIPELIIB  HIGBT  CRBATB. 


Box  430 


LANDER.  WYOMING 

82520 

307-332  5683 
307-856-5607 


GI-39 


GI-40 


KOVE  liriDAM  CBS  Radio  Network 

IF  TOD  VERB  DIABL8  TO  WISET  TKB  ALTAKOIT  OFFICE  II  LAIDER  A COUPLE  OF  WEEKS 
AOO,  A RAP  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ROUTE  IS  AVAILABLE  AT  THE  CHARBER  OF  CORRBRCE 
OFFICB  AID  TOU  ARB  IIVIT6D  AID  BICOURACED  TO  STOP  BT  AID  DECIDE  FOR  YOURSELF 
IP  THE  BEIEFITS  OF  TKB  PIPBLIIE  WILL  OUTVBICH  THE  lEOATlVES  IfS  EVER  WORTH 
A DRIVE  OUT  THERE  TO  SEE  IF  A PtPELIlE  THAT  WILL  BE  BURIED.  WITH  TOPSOIL 
REPLACED  AID  lATIVB  PLAITS  II  PLACE  WILL  HAVE  AIV  RORE  VISUAL  IRPACT  THAI 

YTHB  ABAIDOIED  os  STEEL  RAIL  BED.  OR  THE  HUIOREDS  OP  URAIIOR  CLAIRS  THAT  HAVE 
BBEI  WORKED.  OR  THE  COW  TRAILS.  JEEP  ROADS.  OB.  FOR  THAT  RATTER.  THE  ORECOI 
TRia. 
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IT  IS  OUR  OPIllOf  THAT  WE  SHOULD  DO  BTERYTHIIO  POSSIBLE  TO  KELP  THIS  PROJECT 
SUCCEED.  WITH  THE  AIIODICEREIT  THAT  THE  CORPAIT  THAT  OWES  THE  RADDEI  GAS 
PIBLD  II  FRSROIT  COOITT  IS  PLAIIIIG  A A50  RILLIOI  PROCESSUG  PLAIT,  FRBROIT 
COOITT  COULD  BBIBPIT  FURTHER  BT  OnriIC  THAT  CORPAIT  A VAT  TO  TRAISPORT  AID 
SELL  THE  lATURAL  OAS  PROR  THAT  FIELD. 

IT  BAS  BBEI  ARCOBD  THAT  THE  PIPBLIIH  COULD  HAVE  A DBTBIRBITAL  IRPACT  OE 
TOURISR.  If  A SEISE,  THE  PIPBLIIE  IS  A TOURISR  PROJECT  LIKE  TOURISTS,  THE 
CAS  U TEE  PIPBLIIE  WILL  OILT  BE  P4SSI1C  THHODGB  FREROIT  COUITT...AID  THE 
COUm  WIU  BIJOT  RAIT  OP  THE  SARB  BEIEFITS  THAT  ARB  CBIBFATBD  BT  TOURISR: 
TAIBS.  JOBS.  DEVBLOPREIT,  AID  SBTBRAICB  TAKES  AS  VTORIIC  CAS  IS  TRAISPOBTBD 
II  THE  PIPBLIIE. 

THE  OILT  WAT  WTORIIG  IS  GOIIC  TO  RECOVER  FROR  THE  DEPBESSIOI  WE  HAVE  BEBI  II 
FOR  THE  PAST  SIl  TO  EIGHT  TEARS  IS  BT  DITERSIPTIIG.  AITOIB  WHO  ARGUES  THAT 
TOURISR  IS  COIIO  TO  BE  THE  SAVIIG  GRACE  FOR  OUR  STATE  JUST  ISI'T  BBIIC 
REALISTIC.  THERE'S  OILT  OIB  JACKSOI  HOLE,  AID  TOURISR  WILL  KEEP  JACKSOI 
ALIVE.  BUT  THH  REST  OF  THE  STATE  RUST  DIVBRSIPT.  AID  WEIGH  EVERT  OPPORTUlITT 
THAT  CORES  ALOIG...AiD  IP  THE  GOOD  OUTWEIGHS  THE  BAD,. .GO  FOR  IT,  IT  IS  OUR 
OPIllOl  THAT  THE  GOOD  CEIERATED  BT  THE  ALTAHOIT  PIPILIIH  FAR  OUTWEIGHS  THE 
IBCATIVE  AID  VB  BICOOFAGB  TOUR  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  PROJECT. 


Bos  430 

LANDER.  WYOMING 

82520 

307.332-5683 

307-856-5607 


r«bruary  2S,  1991 

Docxrr  vuKBBiia  cp«o>i)T9>ooo 

C999-4«0-Qet 


TO:  Mr.  Lauranc*  J.  Saut«r<  Jr. 

Envlronmantal  Coapllanca  Branch,  Rooa  7312 
Paderal  Energy  Regulatory  CoaDlsalon 
829  North  capital  Street,  NE 
Washington,  DC  20426 

RE:  Couent  on  the  PCT/PG6B  and  Altaaont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Projects  • Draft  Envirennantal  Inpact  Statement 


Dear  Reader, 


0118-1 


By  way  of  introduction,  my  name  is  Rent  Simon  and  Z am  involved 
with  mine  land  reclamation  for  the  Wyoming  State  Rbandoned  Mine 
Land  Program.  Ny  comments  are  those  of  myself,  as  a eitlcen  of 
Fremont  County,  Wyoming  and  are  not  those  of  any  branch  of  the 
Wyoming  etate  government.  Z have  been  involved  with  many  land 
reclamation  projects  throughout  the  state  including  those  areas 
which  are  traversed  by  the  proposed  Altamont  pipeline.  As  part  of 
my  position  with  the  Abandoned  Mine  Land  program  Z also  prepare  and 
review  many  Environmental  Inpact  Statements. 


Ky  review  of  the  Draft  BIS  for  the  Altament  gas  pipeline  shoved  a 
very  adequate  and  well  researched  document.  The  level  of  detail 
and  research  that  was  presented  in  the  OBIS  goes  well  beyond  that 
of  many  other  EIS  documents  which  Z have  seen.  Zf  this  commitment 
to  performing  an  sKcellant  job  follows  through  to  the  construction 
planning  and  execution,  then  the  known  and  potential  environmental 
impacts  will  be  minimal  and  abated  to  the  satisfaction  of  all 
concerned  parties. 


Additionally,  reclamation  technology  is  available  to  successfully 
reclaim  the  disturbed  land  through  the  more-aensltlve  South  Pasa 
areas.  (Not  to  say  there  will  not  be  any  tamporary  visual  Impacts). 
It  is  net  prudent  to  halt  the  progress  of  new  projects  just  because 
previous  prejacta  ware  not  properly  or  successfully  reclaimed.  1 
believe  that  the  Altament  Gas  Transmission  Company  is  committed  to 
achieving  a high  level  of  reclamation  succaaa  and  that  this  could 
be  stated  more  explicitly  in  the  Pinal  BIS. 


RECEIVED  BY 
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Rent  Simon 
P.O.  Box  805 
Lander,  WY  82520 
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(Kent  Simon] 


GI18-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-5. 
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Docket  Nos. 

Pacific  Gas  Transalsslon  Company  ) CP09-46O-OOI 

Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) CP90-1)7S-000 


This  paqo  is  for  WklTTEH  COKMeHTfl  on  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont 

Statement  (EIS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meetinq  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Comaisslon,  82S  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Mr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Hoaday,  Hareb  4, 
1991.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


0M9-1 


Meeting  Location: 

Commenter's  Name  and  Address: 


Riverton.  WV 


J/L  r 


/(  / 


X 


/ ^//- 


RECEIVED  BY 
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[Marlys  A.  Bias] 


GI19-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Pacific  Gas  Transnlssion  Company 
Alcamont  Gas  Transnlssion  Company 


Docket  Nos. 

) CP89-460-001 

) CP90-1375-000 


This  page  is  for  WRITTBH  COKMENT8  on  the  PCT/PC&E  and  kltAmnnt, 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Prolects  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  nesting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary.  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  ME, 
Washington,  OC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  reeeleed  no  later  than  Hooday,  March  4, 
ISSl.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  In  the  Final  EIS. 


Meeting  Location:_ 


Commenter's  Name  and  Address:  Wj 


ton,  wy 


56 


RECEIVED  BY 
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(Claudia  Pace] 


Thank  you  for  your  commenl.  Cultural  and  historic  resources  associated  with  any  route  selected 
would  be  considered  as  part  of  the  Section  106  compliance  process. 
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Docket  t(os. 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) Cpe9-460-00i 

Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) CP90~1175-000 


This  paqe  is  for  WRITTEN  COMMEHT8  on  the  PGT/PC&E  and  Altamont 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (ElS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington.  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Nr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch.  Room  7312.  at  the 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Honday,  March  4, 
1941.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


RECEIVED  BY 
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(Bertha  Albright] 


cni-l  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


JAMES  GOf?ES  AND  ASSOCIATES 
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February  26,  1991 


Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comaiasion 
825  M.  Capital  Street  N.E. 
Washington,  D.C.  20426 

Attention:  Ms.  Lola  Cashell 


SUBJECT:  Oockett  No.  CP90-1375-000 

Altanont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project 


RECEIVED  BY 
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Gentlenen: 

opportunity  to  vole#  ay  support  for 
the  Altamont  project.  I would  like  to  address  the  project  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  following  four  topics. 


G122-I 


NATIONAL  ENERGY  NEEDS 

Our  nation  needs  better  distribution  of  available  enerov 
resources.  Falling  to  aeet  that  need  leaves  us,  as  a nation, 
everaore  dependant  on  foreign  energy  sources.  The  coastal  area 
5m!?!  !;  »«tv.d  by  thl,  plp.Un.  h.b  a tar  ,raatar  dababd  tor 

fuels  than  the  present  distribution  system  can  deliver.  Those 
demands  can  be  met  In  only  one  of  two  ways: 

1)  Piping  our  inland  supplies  to  the  areas,  or 

2)  Importing  foreign  sources  via  shipping. 

Given  the  lack  of  stability  in  the  world's  major  petroleum 
producing  areas,  this  pipeline  is  clearly  in  our  national  Interest. 


GAS  SHIPMENT  FROM  WYOMING 

By  all  professional  assessments,  the  Lost  Cabln/Maden  Field 
yea  contains  world  class  reserves  of  natural  gas.  The  area, 
hyyer,  has  only  enough  transmission  capacity  to  move  a fraction 
of  its  potential  production.  The  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
project  is  the  most  feasible  way  to  get  this  energy  to  market. 


GI-45 


[James  C.  Cores) 


GI22-1  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Cooalselon 
February  26,  1991 
Page  2 


EMPLOVHENT  KHD  TkX  REVENUES 

Myotaing.  In  general,  and  Fremont  County,  In  particular  needs 
the  employment  that  will  be  generated  by  both  the  construction  and 
long  term  operation  of  this  pipeline.  I feel  also  that  once  the 
Altamont  line  Is  In  place  employment  in  the  gas  exploration  and 
production  Industry  will  increase  because  of  the  avallabilitv  of 
product  shipment.  ' 

Likewise,  Fremont  County  as  wall  as  the  rest  of  Wyoming  needs 
the  tax  revenue  which  this  project  will  generate.  The  decline 
suffered  in  our  tax  base  over  the  past  ten  years  has  left  our 
county  with  the  Inability  to  meet  many  basic  service  needs. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

I feel  the  project  commits 
comparison  to  its  benefits.  In 
improve  the  environment  by  making 
a largo  area  of  demand.  Almost 
that  demand  will  reault  in  greater. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
needed  project. 


few  unrecoverable  resources  in 
fact,  it  will  in  large  measure 
low  pollution  fuel  available  to 
any  alternative  fuel  satisfying 
not  lass,  environmental  impact. 

to  comment  on  this  important  and 


'James  C.  Gores, 


P.E. 


cc:  Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.  FEBC 
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OREOON-CALXFORNLS.  TIIAIls  ASSOCIATION 

u sage  Si.  / P.O.  Boa  1019  ' Independence,  MO  64051-0519 
(016)252-3276 
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r 26.  1991 

P«dtr«t  Cnargr  Rvgulacora  Coaaitaion 
t cn : Lola  Caahal 1 
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Ty  OCTA  Arehaaelair  Coaalttaa  hat  ra*ia 
fipalina  prepoaal  »ith  attantien 
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tnd  flooded.  Pracieut  littU 

of  tha  Trail  hat  baan  praaar«ad  in  ita  natural  ataca...a  faw 
ruta  hara.  a crotaing  point  thara.  a canping  apot.  aona 
cyainga.  In  Hyoning  for  tha  fa»  eilaa  along  tha  S.aatw.car 
«t*ar  o.ar  South  Paaa  to  Nwy  207  tha  innigration  routa  ranain. 
in  ita  alanantal  atata.  intarruptad  by  nothing  but  a faw  two- 
oohiovaa  tha  high  iiatar  nark  of  each  inaigrant'a 


aibla  to  find  i 


diary  fron  10]< 


to  1066  that  do.,  not  n.ntion  South  Pa. a"  It  ia  n.arly 
i»po. tibia  to  find  a aiailar  araa  ao  iaportant  and  .till  to 

•**'*‘*!  hoppaoad  thara  150  yaara  ago.  It  ia 
hard  to  baliava  that  at  would  lat  thia  wida  hiatorical  viata  ba 
aarrad  by  tha  paraanaat  .earring  of  pipalioa  construction. 
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apaeial  intaraat.  aplintar  group 
• raeogniza  that  Altanon..  in 
1 natural  gaa  to  an  area  in  naad 
•oognita  that  thair  routa  nuat 

0123-1  Ch.  Ir.il.  a.  f..|  th.t  Alt.a.nt  i.  pblii.d  i.  ..k. 

l.t  iA..r..otiP.  .,  ...li.ibl.  ..  po..ibl..  TK.  onl,  („ 
h..  to  .rhi...  th,.  .od  .till  tro..  a,..i„,  i.  .h. 

• dry  C.t,  Alt.rn.tl..  Boot,  -bich  iot.r..tt.  th.  Ir.ll 
laanty  on  a M/S  corridor  and  laav.a  it.  It  nuat  not  ba 
llowad  to  run  tha  pipalioa  across  tha  South  Paaa 
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(Orteoa-Cdlifornid  Trails  Assoiidlion,  ArthiieolDj,  Commilleel 
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hiacorp  upon  ch*  land.  Ha  a* 
opan,  undiaturbad  vlaca  of  So 
atpaect  Co  aa*  in  ehi 
■ansfad  landa 


..  charpod 

proCaceing  chair  profic*. 
procaeting  eh*  aaaanc*  of 
I*  PCRC  ha*  a aiailar  goal.  Tha 
I Paaa  ia  whae  eha  vlaleor 
porcion  of  our  fadarallp 


OCTA  aneouraga*  and  aaaiaCa  privaC*  landounar*  Co  procaec  Trail 
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r*,u,r*  Alta.ont  Co  uaa  eh*  J.ffray  City  Altarnaei.*  Rout*. 


Sharon  R.  Manharc 
ARCOH  Chairaan 
16SOO  6300  Road 
Hontrot*  CO  81601 
l-30;-2«9-301? 
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Thank  you  for  your  comments.  As  lead  Federal  agency  we  arc 
with  Section  106  of  the  NRHP  and  its  implementing  regulations, 
steps  to  continue  to  fuinil  the  requirements  of  these  regulations 


responsible  fur  compliance 
and  will  take  the  necessary 


CC: 

Covarnor  Hika  Sispaon 
San.  Halcola  UaUopp 
San. Allan  Siapaon 
Rap.  Craig  Thoaaa 
Lauranca  Sautar,  PBRC 
Bill  taBarOn.  CRRA~8LM 
Jack  Rally,  LRA-BLfl 


Daan  nurCria,  Alcaaont 
Toa  Hunt,  OCTA 
Bill  Waeaon,  OCTA 
Roa*  Harahall , OCTA 
Ron  Lund  OCTA 
ARCOM-OCTA 


KIVBaTOM,  Wta.INC 
2/26/91 


Oockjt  ilos. 

3P19-I*60-001 

cpjo-ijys-ooo 


3B0..irA:tY 

FSDinAL  r.BGULAvoay  caj.njioii 

325  .40..ru  JAPI70L  Z:  .3ST,  ilE. 
WAJHl.lCrOll,  03.  20426 


Osar  Jli-i 


RECEIVED  BY 

Mtn  0 5 iwi 

[RVItMltfATili  CavniUCt  WO  ftOltfr 

unnitsAMo 


004-1 


I attandsd  tha  ;lv3rton  ii.aatlng  2/26/91  and 
listansU  to  both  aluis  of  tha  Issua,  befora  making 
up  ay  mind.  I alao  atudiaJ  the  2I.»  statamant  andl 
fail  you  Should  bj  coi..pl3u.anb5a  on  suon  a ciatallad 
laport.  I also  faal  cocifortabla  that  ((.''a.it  cara  will 
ba  tjkan  on  Cha  Oouth  Pass  Historical  oichta  and  aa 
llttla  dai.^\£3  as  possible  will  ba  Inflictad  on  that 


Wa  ara  inxlouo  that  tha  South  Pass  Jouta  ba 
uaad,  boctusa  of  our  financial  intarast  in  ths  lina 
baing  conati-uctad  doss  to  FA.''.30H,  V.TO.  Wa  ara  in  a 
Corpori'tlor  that  o\vns  3 businassas  along  with  85  acras 
of  proparty,  it  tha  intarsattlor.  of  Jighway  28  * 191. 
ihis  projact  would  caan  a great  deal  to  our  small 
cottttunlty  as  wall  to  us.  Wa  would  ba  mors  than  happy 
to  help  in  this  projact  any  way  wa  can. 

Ths  nuus  of  our  Corporation  is: 

SAHOT  C'OSSIHO  3ifn.TPai3B3 
CUIITIJ  ^.A3?I.; P..3JID3:fT 

Jox  193 

fa?.soh,  ' TairiO  82932 

Phona  307-273-9020 

Keep  up  tha  good  work  and  contln  uj  to  push  this 
P*'®J*c*  through.  If  wa  can  ba  of  .my  halp,  plaasa 

Slncoroly 

krs  Lorro-lna  Warpnass 

803  •!  l.'t 

a/ai'ton,  Wyoming  32501 
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[Lorraine  Warpness] 


OI24'l  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


National  irust  h>r  Histone  Preservation 
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March  4,  1991 


BY  HAMO  DELIVERY 

Ms.  Lola  Caahall,  Sacratary 
radaral  Enar^y  Ragulatory  Conlaalen 
S3S  North  Capitol  St.,  N.B. 
Haahlngton,  D.C.  20436 


received  by 
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Ra>  Altaaont  Natural  Gaa  Plpallna  Projact  - Draft 

EnvirOMantal  Ippact  stataaant  fpfct.  Mo.  CP90-1379-OQQ1 


Daar  Ma.  Cashall: 


On  bahalf  of  tha  National  Trust  for  Historic  Prasarvatlon  In 
tha  Onltad  Statas,  thank  you  for  tha  opportunity  to  coaaant  on 
tha  draft  anvironaantal  l^act  stataaant  (DEIS)  for  tha  Altaaont 
Natural  Gaa  Plpallna  Projact.  This  proposal  calls  for  tha 
construction  a 620-Bila  plpallna  froa  tha  Unltad  Statas/Canadlan 
bordar  to  a point  In  southvast  Hyoalng,  whara  it  will 
Intarconnact  with  tha  proposad  Kam  Rlvar  plpallna  naar  Coal 
Nyoaing.  ^ ' 

Aa  currantly  proposad.  tha  plpallna  will  travarsa  tha  South 
Pass  Natural  Rarltaga  Araa,  an  araa  In  Nyoaing  virtually 
untouebad  by  aodam  Intruslona  that  contains  hundradr  of 
significant  cultural  and  historic  sltaa  of  groat  lapertanca  to 
tha  harltaga  of  this  nation.  Tha  cantarplsca  of  this  araa  is  tha 
South  Pass  National  Historic  Landaark,  tha  point  wharo  tha  Dragon 
Trail  crossas  tha  Contlnantal  Dlvlda  on  tha  historic  routs  to  tha 
whosa  laportanco  In  tha  history  of  tha  Aaarlcan 
plonaar  aovaaant  Is  unparallalad. 

Tha  National  Trust  was  chartarad  by  tha  O.S.  Congrass  In 
1949  to  proBota  tha  historic  prasarvatlon  policy  of  tha  Unltad 
States,  a^  to  fu^ar  public  participation  In  tha  prasarvatlon 
of  tha  nation’s  historic  raaourcas.  16  U.S.C.  I 466.  Todav.  tha 
i^tlonal  Trust  has  nearly  235,000  aoabars  around  tha  country. 

Tha  National  Trust  has  previously  axprassad  Its  concern  over  tha 
Fadaral  Energy  Ragulatory  COBalsslon's  ("tha  Coaaisalon’s'*) 
procedures  for  coaplylng  with  Section  106  of  tha  National 
Historic  Prasarvatlon  Act  {•nhpa"),  16  U.s.c.  | 470f.  and  tha 
National  Environaantal  Policy  Act  ("NEPA"),  42  U.S.C.  | 4321 

, in  eoBBents  on  tha  COBaisslon’s  proposad  revisions  to  Its 
environaantal  regulations  (Docket  Ho.  RM90-1-000) . Sea  55  Pad 
Rag.  33027  (August  13,  1990). 

It  Is  the  position  of  tha  National  Trust  that  tha  draft 


MusjLhuseiti  Avenue,  N W 
VV.ishininon,  D C.  200.^6 
I’O’I  A’J -MKII) 


(Nallonal  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation] 


GI2S-J  We  w aware  of  a Master  Plan  for  a ‘South  Pass  Heritage  Area,*  and  have  used  this  Plan  as 
a reference  during  preparation  of  the  EIS.  However,  this  ‘area*  is  not  a federally-recognized 
designation  (such  as  the  NRHP)  and  hence  is  afforded  no  status  under  the  regulations  with 
which  we  must  comply. 


012S  2 


The  South  Pass  NHL  would  be  avoided  by  the  proposed  rcuie  (as  realigned  in  November  1990). 


Ha.  U>ia  Cashall 
March  4.  1991 
Paga  2 


anvlronaantal  lapact  atatenant  (DEIS)  for  tha  Altanont  Pipollna 
is  flawed,  both  substantivaly  and  procedural!/.  The  procedural 
flaws  Stas  froB  tha  fact  that  a prailBlnary  detaralnation 
rasolvlng  all  non-anvlronnantal  Issues  has  been  Issued  by  tha 
- .CoBBisslon  prior  to  the  cooplatlon  of  any  anvlronaantal  ravlaws, 
land  froB  tha  CoBaission's  failura  to  Intagrata  the  Section  lOS 
I and  KEPA  reviews  with  each  other.  In  addition,  tha  DEIS  is 
grossly  inadaguata  in  its  evaluation  of  inpacts  on  cultural  and 
historic  resources,  tha  cusulativa  inpact  of  the  project,  and  tha 
coaparlson  of  altarnativaa.  He  therefore  believe  that  a 
supplaaental  DEIS  is  necessary. 


!•  Environnantal  Procedures. 

A.  Tha  Issuancs  of  a Pralinlnary  Detaminatlon  on  Mon- 
Environnantal  Xaauaa  is  Likely  to  Prejudice  the 
Conalderation  of  EnvironBental  lanaets. 

Particularly  ceneamed  about  tha  "phasing*  of  tha 
plP^lina  cartlficatlon  process  in  this  casa,  pursuant  to  which 
tha  Coniasion  has  already  issued  a praliainary  dataraination 
rasolvlng  all  ragulatory  issues  other  than  anvlronnantal  inpacts. 
It  1b  fundaaantal  that  "NBPA  procedures  Bust  insure  that 
ewlronBantal  InforBatlon  la  available  to  public  officials  and 
i*!"!  daclelona  are  sada  and  before  actions  are  taken." 

C.F.R.  I 1500. 1(b)  (enphaais  added). 

The  COBBlsslon  violates  this  basic  principle  whan  it 
apples  a plpallna  prior  to  coaplation  of  tha  envlronaental 
review  process.  The  binding  regulations  laplesenting  NEPA 

P^^ld^nt's  council  on  Envlronaental  Quality 
(CEQ)  expressly  require  agendas  to  begin  tha  MEPA  process  "early 
enough  so  that  It  can  aarva  practically  as  an  iaportant 
contr^utlon  to  tha  decisionaaklng  process  and  will  not  be  used 
or  justify  decisions  already  sada."  40  C.P.R.  4 
1501. 1502.1(g).  The  CEQ  regulations 
specifically  state  that  agendas  should  "(l)ntegrata  tha 
requlreaants  of  NBPA  with  other  planning  and  environaantal  review 
procedures  required  by  law  or  by  agency  practice  so  that  all  such 

The  probless  Inherent  in  this  "phasing"  are  candidly 
conceded  in  the  praaable  to  the  Coaaission's  proposed 
environaental  regulations,  which  expressly  states  that  applicants 
are  authorised  to  engage  in  certain  actions  after  the  "phase  1" 
detaralnation  baaed  on  non-envlronaental  factors  is  issued,  such 
as  to  "arrange  for  financing  and  initiate  contract  negotiations," 
which  can  potentially  prejudice  tha  consideration  of 


GI-51 


Cn25-3 


We  disagree.  We  are  unaware  of  any  regulation  implementing  either  NEPA  or  NHPA  which 
requires  that  the  NEPA  and  Section  106  compliance  processes  to  be  integrated.  See  also 
response  to  Comment  Gp.4. 


GI23.4  The  Commission’s  PteUminary  Determinations  do  not  ’approve*  pipelines.  It  is  a mechanism 
where  the  non-environmenlal  issues  can  be  ’aired*  early  on  and  resolved  by  the  time  the  more 
lengthy  environmental  phase  of  the  case  is  concluded.  In  this  manner,  both  the  environmental 
and  non-environmenial  phase  can  be  accomplished  concurrently  rather  than  sequentially.  It  does 
not  prejudice  the  consideration  of  alternatives. 


Ms.  Lois  Csshsll 
March  4.  1991 
Paqs  3 


altsmaClvss,  prior  to  conplstion  of  ths  snvironoental  review 
process.  55  Fed.  Req.  33027,  33043  Col.  1 (Auq.  13,  1990). 
These  activities  would,  in  fact,  be  highly  prejudicial  to  the 
consideration  of  iapacts  and  alternatives  In  the  NCPA  process. 
In  fact,  the  underlying  concern  that  an  after-the-fact  CIS 
will  be  used  to  justify  an  agency  decision  already  made  — la 
conflroad  by  the  DEIS,  whose  analysis  of  key  environmental 
impacts  Is  grossly  Inadequate  (see  discussion  below). 


B.  The  DEIS  Falls  to  Integrate  the  Section  106  and  the 
HEfA  FrOCBBBta. 


OU5-5 


Me  are  likewise  concerned  that  the  cultural  resource  surveys 
and  the  review  procedures  mandated  by  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (KHPA)  are  not  being  conducted  concurrently  with 
the  NEPA  process.  The  Section  106  process,  like  NCPA,  la 
designed  to  be  Initiated  early  In  the  development  of  a proposed 
project,  In  order  to  allow  alternatives  and  mitigation  measures 
to  be  fully  explored.  The  process  calls  for  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO)  to  be  consulted  on  alternatives,  and  for  these 
agencies  to  assist  In  rssolvlng  conflicts  throughout  the  planning 
process.  By  its  terms.  Section  106  expressly  requires  the 
federal  agency  whose  license  or  assistance  triggers  the  statute's 
applicability  to  und4rtake  the  mandated  consultation  and  review 
process  "prior  to  the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  on  the 
undertaking  or  prior  to  the  issuance  of  any  license,  as  the  case 
may  be."  16  U.S.C.  I 470f  (emphasis  added). 


Ot25-« 


Although  the  OBIS  concedes  that  the  pipeline,  as  proposed, 
will  have  a significant  Impact  on  sltas  potentially  eligible  for 
listing  In  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Pisces,  it  falls  to 
Include  any  meaningful  assessment  of  the  Impact  of  the  pipeline 
on  cultural  and  historic  resources.  The  EIS  must  Include  an 
assessment  of  the  impact  on  historic  and  cultural  resourcas.  See 
40  C.P.R.  I 1502.16(g).  However,  the  DEIS  candidly  states  that 
"(e)llglbility  for  listing  In  the  (National  Register]  for  moat  of 
the  resources  Identified  within  the  project  (area  of  potential 
effects]  by  the  background  search,  has  not  been  determined." 

DEIS,  at  4K-8.  Without  the  Issuance  of  a supplemental  OBIS  for 
comment,  the  public  will  be  deprived  of  any  meaningful 
opportunity  to  comment  on  one  of  the  most  significant  areas  of 
Impact  of  the  pipeline  project. 


He  believe  that  a supplemental  DEIS  must  be  Issued  for 
public  comment  after  all  historic  resources  have  been  identified 
and  the  effects  of  the  project  on  those  resources  have  been 
assessed.  It  Is  passible  that  some  aspects  of  the  Section  106 
review  can  be  conducted  at  a later  stage  of  the  process  (such  as 


r 


OI25-S  See  response  to  Comments  GI25-3  above  and  017-4. 


GI25-6 


We  disagree.  See  response  to  Comment  CI7-4. 


Hs.  Lois  cashell 
March  4,  1991 
Page  4 


designing  mltlg.tlon  maasures  tor  arclu.ologlcal  rasourcas  that 
can  ba  folded  by  minor  routa-raallgnmant  or  mltlqatad  by 
excavation).  However,  It  la  Imperative  that  all  historic 
Imnactrth*?  S'  Potential  etfects  be  Identified,  and 

can  only  ba  avoided  or  mitigated  through  substantial 
iSpp*e«l!jil"S|;s!  thoroughly  Identified  and  assessed  In  the 


GI25-7 


CI23-I 


IIlI  Sr?  Poos  Hot  Adeguately  Evaluate  Impacts  on  Cultural 

Pn.dl  "•■ources  or  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  South 

Previously 

Unknown  Historic  Resources,  and  Its  Evaluation  of 

^rSHw  ?"  And  Historic  Resources  Is 

CCPaalv  Inadeauato^ 

thlrd*^';!''''??'*’'.''!;'’”’*'*'  PlP'""«  Hould  come  within  one- 

(SoJJh  P.Ss  Historic  landmark 

thj  west  co.«  I ■ m .•'‘“'orlc  pioneer  trails  to 

“•  ‘■‘'■•""H  "'Ap  ‘HI. 


GI25-9 


■itlgation  aeasures.  Moreover,  the  DEIS  acerav  ^h»^• 
iot"5i“SS5i?Jar-  unknown  resources  Is 

within  the  ere.  ot  eftecis'ot  ?hi'plp:uJS.‘‘iJ.“5J;;"Ju;“"J'"‘ 

a";  ::.:?;gJu'i‘:v.-i-jLr:f^s:‘?i;,:ror?hrj:i”‘°3 ‘?p:;j;e 


' Classification  as  a National  Historic  Landmark  /Mwrt  i. 

"”h"'2.t?on"J^r’i‘?  'inH^lHAnt  sites  of  -^xctp"  on'.T  v’alue- 
CO  cne  Nation  as  a whole.**  36  c.F.R  c as  »/»».  ..  I « 

470a(a).  As  a result  of  south  Pass’s  status^i'a^L  th4  * 
mlII"ilji°Jti’tr’“‘''?‘*'  ““10  »'  ‘He  HHP^  to 


GI-53 


GI23*7  We  disagree.  See  revisions  to  Chapter  4M 


GI25-8  The  'historic  mining  district*  proposed  by  the  BLM  would  not  be  crossed. 


0125-9  We  disagree.  See  revisions  to  Chapter  4M. 


i 


H9.  Loi9  Cashell 
Harch  4.  1991 
Page  9 


on  cultural  resources  relative  to  the  impact  of  other  proposed 
alternative  routes,  nor  is  it  possible  for  the  public  to  provide 
any  meaningful  conunents. 


Ot23*10 


012311 


Even  where  the  DEIS  provides  some  assessment  of  impacts,  the 
evaluation  is  grossly  inadequate.  For  example,  the  DEIS  casually 
concludes,  without  substantiation,  that  the  pipeline  will  have  no 
visual  impact  on  Fort  Stambaugh,  South  Pass  City,  Hlner's 
Delight,  Lewiston,  and  Atlantic  City,  approximately  located 
between  HP  510  and  HP  919,  all  of  which  have  been  listed  In  or 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  In  fact,  the  DEIS  Itself  contradicts  its 
unsubstantiated  conclusion  that  there  will  be  no  visual  Impact  on 
these  historic  sites.  Elsewhere,  the  DEIS  clearly  concedes  that 
construction  of  the  pipeline  between  HP  423  and  HP  555  would 
create  a scar  on  the  landscape.  DEIS,  at  4L>9. 


OI23I2 


He  question  the  assumption  made  by  the  DEIS  that  the  scar 
created  by  a 100>foot  pipeline  right-of-way  in  a Class  I or  Class 
II  visual  resource  area  can  be  effectively  mitigated  through 
reclamation  and  re-vegetation.  Due  to  the  rocky  terrain  in  the 
area,  as  well  as  the  dry  climate  and  short  growing  season 
reclamation  will  be  exceedingly  difficult,  if  not  impossible 
Because  of  the  low  vegetation  in  the  area,  the  pipeline  right-of- 
way  will  create  a scar  on  the  landscape  that  will  be  visible  for 
miles.  The  sensitivity  of  this  site  is  demonstrated  by  the  fact 
that  the  ruts  of  wagon  wheels  on  the  Oregon  Trail  are  still 
visible  after  more  than  100  years. 


GI25-I3 


OI25-U 

012513 


Nor  does  the  DEIS  contain  any  adequate  assessment  of  the 
visual  impact  of  the  construction  of  two  block  valve  assemblies 
and  a compressor  station,  which  the  DEIS  notes  will  be  located  in 
a Class  1 and  a Class  II  visual  Impact  area.  DEIS,  4L-9.  These 
above-ground  structures  will  affect  the  character  of  the  exlstlna 
landscape  and  create  significant,  permanent  visual  impacts. 

DEIS,  at  4L-3.  Likewise,  a representative  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Hanagement  has  questioned  the  DEIS*  statement  that  no  new  service 
roads  will  be  required  to  access  the  proposed  right-of-way  (DEIS 
4J-2) , stating  that  experience  shows  that  the  opening  of  a new  * 
corridor  in  previously  undisturbed  areas  "invariably"  results  in 
the  creation  of  a "network  of  service  roads."  Riverton  n^noar 
(Nov.  6,  1990).  The  pipeline  and  related  equipSint  will 
substantially  Impact  an  area  virtually  untouched  by  modern 
structures  of  any  kind. 


GI25- 10  Fitid  inspalion  and  review  of  USGS  lopographic  reap,  clearly  svppon  our  delernrinalion  of  no 
Visual  impact  on  these  features. 


CI25-I1  Consmrclion  of  ari  urrderground  pipeline  would  scar  alreosl  every  ground  cover  lype. 

Appropnate  rehabilitation  and  revegetaUon  measures  would  be  implemented  in  the  South  Pass 
Area.  Please  see  Chapters  4B.  4L  and  Appendix  B-5. 


0123-12  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  4B.  4L  and  4M.  as  well  as  new 
Appendix  B-5.  Field  inspection  does  not  support  the  generic  statement  that  the  pipeline  neht-of- 
way  would  create  a scar  on  the  landscape  that  would  be  visible  for  miles. 


GI25- 13  The  vilwU  irnprrcr  of  Ihere  faciliUc,  car,  be  mlligalcd  using  slandard  lechnlquei  and  icchuology 
Please  see  revised  Chapter  4L- 


0125-14  Altamont  has  not  proposed  designation  of  a new  corridor  See  response  to  Comment  015-8. 


0125-15  We  that  the  pipeline  would  ■substantially  impact*  any  of  the  areas  proposed  to  be 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell 
March  4,  1991 


00516 


GI23-17 


The  DEIS  states  that  a proposed  route  reallgnnent  will 
avoid,  by  .35  mile,  the  current  boundaries  of  the  South  Pass  NHL 
will  mitigate  some  of  the  impact  to  the  NHL  itself.  However,  the 
DEIS  cryptically  notes,  without  further  explanation,  that  the 
boundaries  of  the  NHL  are,  in  fact,  under  study  by  the  National 
Park  Service.  If  the  actual  boundaries  of  the  NHL  are  determined 
to  be  much  larger,  the  proposed  route  realignment  will  not,  as 
the  DEIS  promises,  avoid  the  NHL. 

Finally,  the  DEIS  fails  to  evaluate  the  cumulative, 
foreseeable  future  impacts  of  opening  this  area  to  a utility 
corridor  where  none  previously  existed.  It  is  likely  that,  once 
a pipeline  corridor  is  established  in  this  area,  others  will 
follow.  For  example,  the  corridor  created  by  the  UyCal  Pipeline, 
from  Opal,  Wyoming  to  Southern  California  was  almost  immediately 
followed  by  the  recently-certified  Kern  River  pipeline,  which 
will  provide  the  Interconnection  for  the  Altamont  pipeline. 

These  cumulative  Impacts  of  the  pipeline  must  be  evaluated  in  the 
DEIS. 


012518 


B.  The  DEIS*  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  Is  Crossly 
Inadequate. 

The  DEIS  rejects,  with  almost  no  discussion  or  evaluation, 
each  of  the  four  Identified  alternatives  to  the  South  Pass  route. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  determine,  on  the  basis  of  the 
DEIS,  whether  any  of  these  alternatives  present  a route  that 
would  Involve  less  significant  impacts  on  historic  or  cultural 
resources.  For  example,  the  Jeffrey  city  alternative  would 
parallel  existing  roads  or  pipeline  corridors  for  98  percent  of 
the  route,  and  would  afford  greater  distances  between  the 
pipeline  right  of  way  and  the  Historic  Mining  District,  including 
the  National  Register  sites  of  Fort  Staobaugh,  South  Pass  City, 
Miner's  Delight,  Lewiston,  and  Atlantic  City,  as  well  as  the 
South  Pass  NHL.  A thorough  evaluation  of  the  impacts  associated 
with  all  alternatives  must  be  made  if  there  is  to  be  any 
meaningful  comparison  of  these  alternatives  with  the  proposed 
route. 


III.  Conclusion. 

In  the  National  Trust's  view,  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately 
evaluate  the  historic  and  cultural  resources  that  will  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  pipeline  route  or  the  magnitude  of  the 
Impacts  on  those  resources.  In  light  of  the  national 
significance  and  sensitivity  of  the  resources  In  the  South  Pass 
area,  and  the  failure  of  the  DEIS  to  evaluate  impacts  on  those 
resources,  a comprehensive  supplemental  draft  environmental 


GI-55 


GI2S-16 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  additional  informadon  included  on  this  subject  ir 
revised  Chapter  4M. 


0125*17  Please  see  response  to  Comment  0125*14  above.  Additional  material  on  this  topic  has  been 
included  in  revised  Chapter  5.  As  a point  of  clarification,  the  Kern  River  pipeline  route 
(proposed  in  1985)  was  subsequently  adopted  by  the  proposed  Wyeal  pipeline. 


GI2S-18  We  disagree.  Substantial  discussion  of  the  South  Pass  Route  Variations  is  contained  in  the 
DEIS.  Further,  the  results  of  an  updated  SHPO  file  search  of  cultural  sites  along  gU  of  the 
routes  reviewed  between  the  Lost  Cabin  and  Opal  areas  has  been  included  in  revised 
Chaptm  3M  and  4M. 


We  disagree  that  the  NEPA  process  should  be  held  captive  until  the  Section  106  compliance 
process  has  been  concluded.  The  NEPA  and  the  Section  106  processes  allow  for  posi*certificale 
analysis,  i.e.,  conditional  certificates  which  allow  work  to  lU  completed  after  the  issuance  of 
a F^C  certificate  but  prior  to  construction. 


0125*19 


Ms.  Lois  Cashell 
March  4,  1991 
Paga  7 


Impact  statement  Is  necessary.  We  strongly  recommend  that  this 
document  be  prepared  concurrently  with,  and  incorporate  the 
findings  and  recommendations  of,  the  Section  10«  process  that  Is 
currently  underway. 


^Respectfully  submitted. 


J.  Jackson  Walter 
President 


cc:  The  Hon.  Alan  K.  Simp^s^ 

The  Hon.  Malcolm  Wallop 
The  Hon.  Craig  Thomas 
The  Hon.  Hike  Sullivan 
Mr.  James  H.  Ridenour,  Director,  NPS 
Mr.  Jerry  L.  Rogers,  Associate  Director  for 
Cultural  Resources,  NPS 
Mr.  Delos  Cy  Jamison,  Director,  BLM 
Mr.  Michael  R.  Oeland,  Chairman,  CEQ 
Robert  Bush,  Executive  Director,  ACHP 
Or.  David  Rathka,  Wyoming  SHPO 
Mr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr.,  FERC 
Johanna  Wald,  Natural  Resources  Defense  Counsel 
Thomas  France,  Wilderness  Society 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) CP89-460'MSJllO  5 1991 
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vwrsis  uuvQi  — 

This  paqa  Is  for  WHITTEB  COKHfHTS  on  the  and 

Mar»ral  Gas  Ploallns  Prolacts  Draft  Envlronmantal  Impact 
Statemant  (EIsH  Thasa  commsnts  will  ba  usad  by  tha  PERC 
to  ravlsa  and  raflna  tha  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
final  EIS.  Comoants  say  ba  dallvarad  to  tha  FERC  representative 
conauctlr?  tn.  ..etln?  or  .dOr.osed  to  th.  s.cr.tory,  Fodotol 
Enarqy  Regulatory  Comalsslon,  925  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20«2«.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  ba  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  J- 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  tne 
sane  address. 

All  comments  euet  ha  raeelvad  no  later  than  Mooday,  "•”** 

19VI.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  In  tha  Final  EIS. 
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(Jay  A.  McFarland] 


Thank  you  for  your  commenls. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company 
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Oockst  Nos. 

CPB9-460-001 

CP90-1375-000 
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This  page  is  for  WRITTBM  COKMENT8  on  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont 
Magural  Gas  Plpslln*  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS) . These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary.  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Comnlsslon,  925  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter.  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 
same  address. 


All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Konday,  March  4, 
lesi.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  In  the  Final  EIS. 


Meeting  Location:. 


Riverton.  WY 


Commentar's  Name  and  Address: 


L._il ; 
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GI-59 


(tennis  I.  C»lliher| 


GI27-1  Thank  you  for  your  commenu. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company 
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Docket  Kos. 

CPe9-460-001 

CP9O-1375-00dj;, 
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This  paqe  is  for  ■BITTKH  COHMtKTS  on  the 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Prolects  Draft  environmental  impact 
Statement  (EIS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FtRC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  bo  delivered  to  the  FEBC  representative 
conductini}  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary.  ' 


linatoi 


to  the  FERC  Secretary  should 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Conpli 
same  address. 


ol  Street.  HE. 

K copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
be  sent  to  Mr.  Laurence  J. 
nee  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 


All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Henday,  March  4, 
1991.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


ting  Location:^ 


Billinas.  MT 


Commenter's  Name  and  Address: 
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INeil  Haufr] 
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Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


f 


Ma.  LuU  Ctiatiell,  a Itii  v 

FeJei'nl  Eiierifv  Re^ulalurv  Ci. 
e2j  NucLh  CapiLul  Slteel.  N. 
Wsahititfluii  DC  20426 

Deur  Ma.  CHahell: 


82220 

Mttrcl.  3.  1991  ' 


Thank  yuu  fur  Lhts  u(>(>u(-l.un  i Ly  lu  cotunettL  on  Lha  Allttniuni. 
Pi(>eUne  ProJauL  Draft.  EciviionnianLal  IiiipauL  SLalcDanl  (Docket 
Noa.  CP89--I60-001  anU  CP90- 1 37 2 -000 } . 
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The  Uyonini  Wildernesa  Coaliiion,  a collection  of  ten 

ConaefvatlQAlMta*  Wilderrieaii  Proposal  Cor  Uvoaina  BLM  LanilM. 
He  have  atudieil  over  a aillion  acrea  of  poblic  lanil  in  the 
etate.  and  are  now  in  the  final  phaaea  of  conpilintf  and 
publiahing  our  propuaala  for  Wilduineea  deaignation.  Two 
unita--Fuller  Peak  and  Lyaite  Badl anda- -wi 1 1 probably  be 
included  in  the  bill  we  prevent  to  Cungreaa.  and  they  lie 
along  the  Altaaoiit  pipeline  ruutea.  Therefore,  we  are 
concerned  that  the  wilderneaa  characteciatica  of  these  areas 
not  be  impacted  or  destroyed. 

Enclosed  are  nape  of  both  unite.  Aa  indicated.  Altasont'a 
Proposed  South  Peas  Route  and  the  Alkali  Butte  Variation  go 
through  the  Fuller  Peak  unit.  Because  of  this,  we  request 
that  Altamont  use  the  Jeffrey  City  Variation,  instead.  If 
either  the  South  Pass  Route  or  Alkali  Butte  Variation  is 
used,  we  request  that  the  pipeline  be  rerouted  about  one-half 
to  three-quarters  of  a aile  east,  in  the  alreadv-established 
pipeline  corridor. 


The  Jeffrey  City  Variation  lies  about  one-quarter  of  a aile 
east  of  our  Lysite  badlands  unit,  in  an  already-established 
corridor.  We  want  to  be  sure  that  Altamont  dues  not  drift 
west  and  inadvertently  damage  the  wilderness  values  on  this 
unit,  especially  during  construction. 


We  request  confirmation  from  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  that  the  values  of  wildernesa  and  naturalness  on 
these  two  units  will  bo  protected,  regardlesa  of  which  route 
is  chosen.  Please  send  ua  the  stipulations  or  directivea  for 
realignment  which  will  be  applied  to  the  Altamont  Pipeline  to 
protect  these  units.  Thank  you  very  much. 


Sincerely. 


.yi(n  KinI 


GI29-1 


GI-61 


(Wyoming  Wilderness  Cuiililion) 


Thank  you  for  your  comment,  which  discusses  an  area  surrounding  Fuller  Peak  as  a unit  which 
wiU  'probably  be*  included  in  the  coalition's  proposal  for  wilderness  areas.  There  is  presently 
no  formal  mechanism  for  citizens  or  citizen  groups  to  propose  areas  to  be  designated  as 
wilderness  on  public  lands.  Further,  if  the  Fuller  Peak  unit  was  eventually  proposed  for  such 
designation,  it  is  uncertain  whether  Wilderness  status  would  be  granted  by  Congress. 
Nevertheless,  because  Allamont’s  proposed  route  is  located  adjacent  to  the  Point  Mountain  Road 
(which  forms  the  eastern  border  of  this  proposed  'unit'),  its  presence  would  not  necessarily 
preclude  the  unit  from  being  considered  for  wilderness  designation.  (We  note  that  the  map 
provided  with  this  comment  does  not  accurately  locate  the  proposed  route  in  this  area.) 


GI-62 


GI-63 


i 


GI-64 


1209 


£\vj£0 


Hill  Hoad 
wy.  82070 


March  1,  1991 


Laurence  J.  9auter  Jr. 

Roon  7312 

Redetal  Energy  RequlaCory  Comintsalon 
825  N.  Capitol  St.  N.E. 

Waahinqton  D.C.  20426 


Dear  Hr.  Sauter, 

I wish  to  offer  a few  thoughts  concerning  Altamont's  prooosed 
pipeline  route  through  South  Pass.  During  my  seven  years  of 
residence  In  South  Pass  City  (1982-1989),  I hiked,  fished,  hunted, 
and  camped  in  South  Pass  during  all  months  of  the  year. 

1 also  possess  a master's  degree  in  history  and  have  worked  as  a 
public  historian  for  the  past  12  years.  During  most  of  this  time, 
1 have  researched  the  history  of  Wyoming,  particularly  the  South 
Pass  area.  In  addition  to  teaching  uni  vers Ity-level  courses  In 
Wyoming  history,  1 was  one  of  the  team  members  In  the  1990  state- 
financed  planning  and  marketing  study  of  the  South  Pass  region.  As 
a result  of  this  experience,  1 understand  the  ecology  and 
historical  significance  of  South  Pass  as  well  as  anyone. 

GI30-I  1 oppose  Altamont’s  proposed  South  Pass  route  for  several  reasons. 

A plethora  of  books  and  articles  describe  the  historical 
significance  of  this  important  pass.  However,  only  a few  studies 
examine  the  neatly  pristine  Integrity  of  setting  that  makes  South 
Pass  a unique  and  very  valuable  cultural  resource.  The  BLM-NPS 
study  of  the  Oregon  Trail  notes  that  the  trail's  segment  from  Spilt 
Rock  to  Parson,  with  South  Pass  In  the  center,  constitutes  the  best 
remnants  of  this  trail  In  the  country.  The  NP$  has  designated  a 
small  segment,  where  the  trail  crosses  the  Continental  Divide  In 
South  Pass,  as  a national  landmark. 

0130-2  Nevertheless,  the  state-financed  study,  "The  South  Pass  Heritage 
Master  Plan,"  Is  the  first  Investigation  to  adequately  list  the 
myriad  of  high-quality  cultural  resources  In  and  adjacent  to  the 
pass  and  to  examine  their  potential  for  the  development  of  tourism. 
1 am  confident  that  you  have  read  this  document,  so  repetition  here 
Is  unnecessary.  Noting  South  Pass'  abundant  historical  resources 
and  Its  potential  for  Increased  tourism,  the  study  emphasizes  that 
Altamont's  pipeline  clearly  poses  the  most  serious  threat  to  both 
of  these  desirable  characteristics. 


GI-65 


(Michael  .Massie) 


GI30-I  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


G130-2  The  study's  comments  regarding  the  proposed  Aliamont  project  are  based  on  the  premise  that 
the  project  would  ‘potentially  impact  sites  such  as  Fort  Slatnbaugh,  the  Miners  Deiighl-Allaniic 
City-South  Pass  City  mining  area,  and  the  Emigrant  Trails’  (Page  125).  We  feel  that  ihe  FEIS 
clearly  demonsiraies  (hat  the  potential  impacts  would  be  avoided  (Fort  Siambaugh  and  the 
referenced  mining  area)  or  mitigated  to  less  ihan  signiricant  levels. 


GI-66 


CUO-3  I .tat.a  previously  1„  this  letter  thet  South  p.ss  Is  -„.e  , 
Hlihulv'is  ’"htneylhq  only  e tou  hundreds  ysrds'eusv  Uom 

s 2^no^M;™,is:sUry‘:.r.'rfehdrs%iri™''",v" 

Je"o'""’-l'th  'tS'e  onry’wsVb'l"  "ti^ 

ere  still  soeieuhat  visible,  espeolelly  lusV  tV  the^north'' r 'n”*'"’ 
auttes  Which  (or»s  the  southern  boundary  ol  the  pass  south'per 
Is  a hl,h  18.000  (t.J,  dry,  cold,  and  uhfor,lvlho“ectfor^  rn! 
Uest.  The  (act  that  the  rssialns  o(  previous  activities  llhoer*»u^h 
onqer  here  than  elsewhere  should  not  be  surprlslno  ,or  IhlU 

“•  »"’«'“*tlon  o(  the  Ore'oorTratrruts 

“'’“I 

I Clearly  visible  tot  the  nest  (ew  decades,  at  least. 


0130-3 


« i^c  Une.  were  I fcaholoqy  has  advanced  since  the 

"la?  that  conelu.  T'a  ""  >■'*”  •?».  "b  Studied 

hold  Alta«,OhtTu?i  can' be'????'”^'.f''*'  “"“‘O 

in  the  ion,  ter..  Our .:,"t??'"?V„?' 'p'ubu’c"?."trh°o”':“‘'i,'iv°e'r?''" 

physical  intrusion,  upgraded  .slstina®-^-  success.  This 

b*  built,  and  the  obvious  inducement  for  morrSlpeU^Vs'^^n^^^ 
linear  developments  to  use  South  Pass  will  i Pb**i  ^ other 

-ftsct  one  Of  the  nation's  -ost  adversely 


GI3(^ 


“a"?;.""„i‘,'.pV„'p."“d  V to''u'rl';°t“"„Vv''er'“a'oa'l'‘n  r”',-’"*" 

valued  qround,  this  pass  re.alns  worthy  ot  otese??l? I 

?o'rt':paVt."ThiV‘i's''°ho°w''i?:;  q^t-rtV";'" 

of  this  isolated  site,  which  pl.sently  allow? v'l°s7to'rs"t'  ‘""i';'"'' 
feel  the  land  and  the  wind  as  their  ancestors  dili^  t \ 

Important  connection  with  the  past.  ' ‘ 


?Ms“'’°:iVtot?c°'’?r'.a"a“hd'  " >0hl  f leant  ly  l.pact 

i?fs'"pr.?.Vor?a?t,"o'„"t^'?L?™^^^^^^ 

liii.  "VhtTVes?°d".?-  th?s‘  [s",u*s?'?h‘,"c*o‘st"o?  d“‘l“ 
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ssp.clally  such  a lewel  as  Souih  P^^s”"''''’"’ 


GI30-3  This  comment  overloolts  iht  facl  lhal  neither  mhabililation/reveielaiion  measures  nor  vi>.,.i 
impact  miugalion  has  been  applied  lo  the  referenced  'blemishes.'  ° 


~»=;;?'Esr.r;;3,'r:w-s;r.:sKr'"'“ 


GI3(h3  We  disagree.  See  previous  bvo  response,,  as  well  a,  revised  Chaplers  4B,  3 and  Appendix  B-3. 


adeq^m  i^bgahon 


* revSl^hvL?  5."“'"'  '■  ""  nil  lopiP  IhclbOol 


.-“rrci^^'m^ncreSTenl^' 


I urqe  FERC  to  permit  the  construction 
that  utilizes  the  "Jeffrey  City"  route, 
consideration . 


of  the  Attamont  Ploellne 
Thanks  for  vour  time  and 


G130'9  Thank  you  for  your  comments 


cc;  Governor  Sullivan 
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|Evi  Mclniash] 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  U S.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  Regulations  (49  CFR 
Parts  190,  191  and  192)  would  require  the  buried  pipeline  to  be  installed  with  between  18  and 
30  inches  of  cover,  depending  on  the  material.  In  normal  soils,  at  least  30  inches  of  cover  are 
required  on  buried  pipelines.  In  consolidated  rock,  a minimum  of  18  inches  of  cover  are 
required  These  requirements  are  for  DOT'S  'Class  I Locations.*  The  entire  Altamont  Route 
is  designated  as  a Class  I Location. 

The  transcript  of  the  meeting  held  on  February  27.  1991,  to  receive  comments  on  the  DEIS  is 
available  from  Richard  L.  Mattson,  Registered  Professional  Reporter,  316  N.  26th  Street,  Room 
S40S,  Billings,  Montana  S910I,  at  a cost. 


William  C.  Sniffin 


Bor  I Under.  V^yomng  S2S2Q  307-JJ2-2J2J  For.  3J2-9JJ2 

fy-'- 

nPUf-vW-ci  I 

Dear  members  of  the  commlHee;  Q.f'  "}i~  H 

Re:  The  AJtamont  Pipeline  project  over  South  Pass 


The  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
at  hearing  in  Riverton,  Wyoming  Feb.  25,  1991 


I am  speaking  as  a resident  of  Fremont  County.  Wyoming,  who  has  a strong 
interest  in  tourism. 


In  that  capacity.  I presently  serve  as  vice-chairman  of  the  Wyoming  Travel 
Commission  and  I serve  on  the  county  tourism  boards  in  Fremont.  Teton 
and  Sublette  Counties. 


0132-1 


My  concern  is  that  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  over  South  Pass  will  have 
a severe  negative  impact  on  tourism  development  of  that  area  during  the 
time  period  planned  for  its  construction. 


The  150th  anniversary  of  the  Oregon  Trail  will  be  celebrated  in  five  western 
states  In  the  next  two  years.  Stales  like  Wyoming  are  planning  to  spend 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  to  attract  tourists  to  the  area.  South  Pass 
becomes  the  focal  point  for  this  tourism  effort  for  many  reasons: 

1)  That  is  where  all  the  different  trails  came  together.  Cov.  Mike  Sullivan 
points  out  that  people  have  used  the  pass  as  their  main  route  through  the 
mountairu  for  110.000  years. 

2)  For  people  In  California  and  Oregon,  they  can  experience  South  Pass  and 
then  swing  north  to  Yellowstone  for  their  family  vacations. 

3)  South  Pass  contairu  some  of  the  most  scenic  areas  on  the  trail, 

4)  South  Pass  contains  many  of  the  most  historical  areas  on  the  trail. 
Including  its  proximity  to  ghost  towns  and  gold  mining  areas. 


It  seems  appropriate  the  your  Commission  should  give  a high  consideration 
to  these  tourism  facts  when  making  your  decision  concerning  the  Aitamont 
pipeline  route. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideiation. 
Sincerely,/ 

William  C.  Sn 


GI32-1 


GI-69 


(William  C.  Snirrinl 


no  impact  to  tourism  development  would  be  expected.  ^ 
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Docket  rios. 

Pacific  Gas  Tranamisilon  Conpan/  ) CPS9'460-001 

Altanont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) CP90>1 }75-000 


This  paqa  is  for  *iiiTTrii  cohmeiits  on  t 

natural  Gas  PloaLlne  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EtS) . These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Conolsslon,  825  Korth  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington.  OC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Nr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr..  Environmental  Compliance  Branch.  Room  7]i2,  at  the 
same  address. 


Ail  comments  Bust  be  received  no  later  than  Monday,  March  4. 
1991.  Comments  received  after  March  4.  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


ting  Location:. 


Commenter's  Name  and  Address: 


C^t-JltA  k/Y 


WA 
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^ 'P.'jOa.Uwf  'rl-v'it 
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-X  Weu-~w0i  (■i'j 


1..4/  '**^1  (]>‘'“'ts  f'jpt.'-'V 


^4/iyFr4^ 


(Fred  Bisermanl 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Because  we  share  your  concerns.  DEIS  RecommendaUon  66 
requested  that  Altamont  identify  specific  measures  which  it  would  implement  to  mitigate  soils 
vegetation  and  visual  impacts  in  the  South  Pass  area.  Based  on  a re-analysis  of  the  available 
soils  information,  further  visual  impact  analysis,  and  Aliamoni's  response  to  DEIS 
Recommendation  66,  we  feel  that  significant  impact  would  be  avoided  or  substantially  reduced 
Please  see  revised  Chapters  4B,  4L  and  Appendi*  B-5. 


f 


Docket  tios. 

Pacific  Cas  Transmission  Company  ) CP89-460-001 

AUatnont  Gas  Transmission  Company  } CP90-1 J75-000 


This  paqe  Is  tor  OITTEM  COMMENTfl  on  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altarcn': 
Natural  Caa  Pipeline  Proieeta  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  nay  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Conaission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressei 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  he  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  J. 
Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch.  Room  7312,  at  cne 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Monday,  March  4, 
ISfl.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Meeting  Location: 

Commenter's  Nana  and  Address: 


Riverton.  WV 
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{Lewis  B.  Diehl] 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  We  generally  agree  with  your  prediction  regarding  tourism. 
However,  we  note  that  the  proposed  project  would  require  no  new  roads  in  the  South  Pass  area. 


GI-72 


,exj£0 


20 


&< 

W' 


r^r  e ^c. 


.W  Tr 


1 R-W") 

Bo/>  /^ro 

(i  4J-  Uj  Y 

3/y?/ 


8^?■20 


8 2^  W^^;;'C.Al  (ME,<^^ 

vOmU  .^W  '^C.  2-04  i 4 


7712- 


yV\r 

^\ec.s-<L  cx^l 
AJec«s^'^ 


1 c^«-e 

r\s. 

' 'Vs 

t.yJaotiS  ; /^co  -2^/00 


f'H- 

^ CPuc 


--  \U  " Pol,\-.^ 

C.w^  A a-r  \ 'V# 

j«  t.Vc^  rtet^  O'  r».'\s>f<Jl. 


PSiT/  Pi^vE  p,|«,\v 


ri’ 

?"f" 


.*tU.(ltl  Kvr\  Q' 

I El  P»  \^o 

».L  Vcc^  sVji  < t 


TAJ. 

^Co'itC^^  W<mA 


7SS  MrtVt^/J 
7<TO  iv\  M c (// 
yon  <vvM  eVJ 
5 3V  mM.  cC/V 
cV  J 

VSsTa^cA  /</ 
Ijoo  - a,/<re  MMcA/d 


JT 

7£®  (nm  c(/J 


+f-i  tfj  A/ic 

' V. 

t; 


■t  /|l{c 


-R 


(Thomas  PelersJ 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity  (PCN)  is  an  issue  that  is 
determined  by  the  Commission  on  the  basis  of  2II  relevant  factors,  including  potential 
environmental  impact  associated  with  a proposal.  As  such,  PCN  is  well  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  or  any  other  EIS,  as  are  any  determinations  regarding  the  'public  interest.* 

As  a point  of  clarification,  please  note  that  (a)  approtimately  SI  percent  of  the  volume 
Northwest  Pipeline  Corp.  proposes  to  transport  would  be  deliver^  to  customers  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  Las  Vegas  areas,  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  markets  proposed  to  be  served 
by  the  Northwest  Expansion  Project  are  uncertain  at  this  time,  and  (b)  the  Mojave  Pipeline's 
capacity  at  the  Mojave-El  Paso-Transwestem  interconnection  is  limited  to  400  MMcf/d.  These 
factors  would  reduce  the  2.S89  MMcf/d  ‘total*  well  below  the  2, 100  MMcf/d  ‘projected  need* 
referenced  in  this  comment. 


sP, 


Energy  Requldtary  Commission 
8?5  Nortn  Caoitol  Street,  N.E. 

D.C.  20«2<.  - 1 J'lS 'ODD 


To  Whom  It  r’^y  Concorn: 
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OI36>2 

0136-3 


I strongly  urg*  you  to  i eeo  the  flltamont  Pioelm*  4x4  y from  th* 
p«s  *r9*.  jng^  ir-.tejd  4PDro^.»  th»  JatTr^y  City  ’■'jrutip  In 

*r94  ~ould  b*  » greet  less  to  Wyoming.*  imo*Vts'*</rm 

Proposed  Bojte  to  tK*  mstory.  scenery,  ripen*-,  zones  Mildlife 

r"  POf"ti*l  01  tP.  So..tP  F...  s„„ 

9 V poorly  eoeressed  in  yo^r  recently  p.jblis-ed  DEIS;  tne  o&vious 
Den»  Its  to  tnese  resources  by  using  the  JeOrey  City  Venetion 
h*.e  Also  been  .ery  ooor|.  Addressed.  I do  not  y.*nc  « new  corridor 
♦ or  ♦uture  pipelines  tSra,,5h  the  South  Pess  ere*,  which  is  wh*t 
will  heppen  i«  the  Proposed  Route  is  built. 
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Due  to  the  poor  guelitv  o#  tne  DEIS,  which  n not  in  coro’i*-;e 
Protection  Act.  I must  msist  that 
rpver'^^.he  VaV  t ciV%e*r '*'**^  **«-^*'’'  supalenent* I £IS  should 

Proposed  Route,  to  *t  lest  aciq*  eU VomVe^V  ^ h* ''in  v!,  nn®In 
iTpects  o*  the  Proprtec  Po-te  to  the  Weriet-o-,.  * ‘ 
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GU6-2 


G136-3 

GI36-4 


, *2^  C\y » { c l\^ 


GI-73 


(B.  Welchl 


All  of  the  resource  concerns  referenced  in  this  comment  are  adequately  addressed  in  the  EIS. 
In  particular,  see  revised  Chapters  4D  (recreation).  4E  (riparian,  wildlife),  4L  (visual  or 
'scenery*)  and  4M  (cultural  resources  and  history),  as  well  as  Appendix  B-5. 


As  documented  in  the  EIS,  adoption  of  the  leffirey  City  Variation  would  result  in  substantially 
more  disturbance  due  to  increased  length  and  significantly  greater  impacts  on  several  resource 
areas  (sec  Table  6-3). 

Altamonl  has  not  proposed  designation  of  a new  corridor.  Sec  response  to  Comment  G15-8. 

We  disagree  that  the  EIS  is  inadequate,  or  that  it  fails  to  comply  with  NEPA.  See  response  to 
Comment  SA16-8. 


GI-74 


Docket  Hos.  N- 

Pacific  Cds  Transmission  Company  ) 

Mtiminc  cas  Transmission  Company  > CP90- H 75-000  -r 

This  page  Is  for  written  comments  on  the  pgT/pCiE..-^n<j 

Statenent  <EISJ.  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FEBC  state 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  Che 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  reprcsentati  e 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary.  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  825  North  Capitol  Street.  NE, 
Washington.  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Mr.  Laurence  J- 
Sauter,  Jr..  Environmental  compliance  Branch.  Room  7312.  at  the 
sane  address. 


All  comments  must  be  received  no  later  than  Monday, 

1991.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  In  the  Final  EIS. 


GU7-I 


Meeting  Locatlon:^ 

Commenter's  Name  and  Address: 


(S’A^ 


Riverton,  wy 

,U}f-  t 


y\<ft 


-XL. 


|Evt;l)ii  Uuclll 


GU7-1  Thank  you  for  your  commenl.  We  are  uncertain  of  ihe  precise  location  of  the  referenced 
'artifact  area.*  However,  our  compliance  with  the  Section  106  process  would  miugate  any 
potential  impact  on  this  area  such  that  ihe  impact  would  be  *non-adverse.* 


Paciric  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Altamont  Gas  Transalssion  Company 


Docket  Nos.  - 

) CP89-«60-001 

) CP90-1375-0OD 

<r 


TI.1J  p.,.  1,  tor  W.ITTEI1  COBMHTP  On  th.  PCT/PCIE  nnJ  tll-nnonr  -a 
tfAtural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  Drart  Environmental  Impact  . V 

Statement  (CIS).  These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  stac't 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the  ' >.  ^ 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  925  North  Capitol  Street,  NB. 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Mr.  Laurence  J. 

Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312  at  the 
same  address. 


All  comments  must  be  reeetvee  no  later  than  Hendar,  March  4, 
1**1.  Comments  received  after  March  4.  1991  will  not  bo 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Meeting  Location; 

Comnenter'a  Name  and  Address: 


Qijla. " 


<0a>n-L.^  ■ 


V.  jhi 

^Inyxw/  -JAjl 

ll-V  ^tAi.  itO'TTVnUi'Vu'^  , 

•Ld  /TUuJ^  <>d_ 

ft"  JLLo—  UOJriJiL  .'VtaiLtf  , fl_X.OTjm.JI 

. ifl-  -^4jl£L  "tX*-  Oor««,T->TXX*iI^ 

-a-u<.aAs_  -co-tjllP  .6<L 


GI-75 


[Robert  K.  Knoxt 


GDS-l  Thank  you  for  your  commcnu. 


i 


GI-76 


9/ 

Docket  Kos. 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) cpa9-4«0-00l  - 

Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  J CCP90-1 175-000/  o ^ 

This  pegs  Is  Cor  wsiTTeH  COMMEHT8  on  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont-  V 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impact  ' 

Statement  (EIS) . These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  PERC  staff^ 
to  revise  and  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  825  North  Capitol  Street,  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  ary  written  comments  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  J. 

Sauter,  Jr.,  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  the 
same  address. 

All  comments  must  be  reeelTSd  no  later  than  Nooday,  March  4« 
issi.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  net  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EtS. 


[Sieve  Kueger) 


Meeting  Location: 

Commenter'a  Name  and  Address: 


Billinas.  MT 


/LtL  //^r  sff’jo 


GI39-1 


CI39*I 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


I 

pacific  CBS  Transnission  Conpany 
Alcanont  Gas  Transnission  Conpany 


Docket  Nos. 

) CP89-<60-001 

) CP90-1375-000 


rii 


for  •RITTtV  C0KKENT9  on  the  . 

Pipeline  Pro-^»ft«  Draft  Environnental  Inpact 

connents  will  be  used  by  the  FCRC^taff 
nd  refine  the  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  -^e 
al  EIS.  Connents  nay  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representtfive 


Statenent  (CIS).  Thes< 


conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Feder^ 

Energy  Regulatory  Commission.  B25  North  Capitol  Street.  KE. 

Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addrescyd 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  be  sent  to  Hr.  Laurence  3.  / 

Sautcr,  Jr..  Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  th» 
sane  eddrees.  \v.  R 


All  comments  must  be  received  c 
issl.  Comments  received  after 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


\ 


0140- 1 


Meeting  Location; 

Conmentfti’s  Name  and  Address; 


Dear  Slrai 


Riverton.  HY 


'•g/ 


I would  like  you  to  eonalder  a few  coMenta  concerning  the  propoeed 
natural  gae  pipeline  project. 


Having 
many  yeara,  1 


built,  there  wa 
Aa  thla  projeci 


ned  property  at  Atlantic  City  and  lived  In  thla  area  for 
;!  the  impact  of  the  line  would  be  minima).  Koat  of  the 
i the  Lander  area.  When  the  atcel  mill  and  railroad  were 
» hardly  any  proteata  becauae  it  waa  a benefit  to  Lander. 
«ould  benefit  all  of  Fremont  County,  I an  definitely  In 


CI40-1 


GI-77 


[Albert  T.  Brown] 


We  agree  that  with  the  mitigation  proposed  by  Altamont  and  recommended  in  the  EJS,  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  be  minimal.  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


GI-78 


OIVEOON’-CALIFORNIA.  TRAILS  AS80CIATI0K 

OFFICE  OF  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  TRAILS  PRESERVATION 
9SOOLD  TRACE  SOAD  • PALO  ALTO.  CAUTORNU  »430e  • |«  IS)  »4 1 -OSIS 


March  1,  1991 


Mb.  Lola  Caahell.  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Connlealon 
825  North  Capitol  Street.  N.E. 

Washington.  D.C.  20426 

REi  Docket  Noa.  CP09-46O-OO1 . CP90-1375-000 


Dear  Ha.  caahell i 


0141-1 


0141-2 


Aa  National  Tralla  Preaervatlon  Officer  for  the  Oregon-Callfornla 
Trails  Association,  thla  nation’s  only  organltation  dedicated  to  the 
preaervatlon.  appreciation,  and  enjoysent  of  the  overland  enlgrant 
I to  go  on  record  as  very  strongly  opposing 

the  South  Pasa  routing  of  the  proposed  Altanont  Pipeline  project.  Front 
a hlatorlc  preservation  point  of  view,  this  routing  Is  entirely  un- 
acceptable  and  will  cause  Irreparable  dssage  to  a cultural  resource 
which  is  an  outstanding  part  of  our  nation's  westering  heritage. 

AS  the  person  within  our  organlratlon  who  has  to  deal  with  the  day- 
V I ..y  th.t  there  ie  no  more 

important  site  along  any  of  the  overland  trails  than  South  Pass,  its 
preservation  and  protection  is  of  the  highest  priority. 


GI4t-3 


FEBC  deny  the  proposed  routing  through 
historic  South  Pass.  He  support  the  Jeffrey  City  alternative  as  being 
much  less  destructive  to  this  nation’s  national  heritage.  ^ 


Thomas  H.  Hunt 

National  Trails  Preservatli 

Officer 


(Thomai  H.  Hunt] 


GUM 


Thank  you  for  your  comment  However,  we  disagree  with  your  conclusions. 


We  feel  that  the  EIS  recognizes  the  sensitivity  of  the  South  Pass  area,  and  that  appropriate 
mitjgatjon  has  either  been  proposed  by  Aliamont  or  recommended  in  the  FEIS. 


GUI. 3 


Thank  you  for  your  comments. 


Qomcrvivicy 


Orrgofi  Fitld  Office 
1205  N W 2Slh  Avenue 
Portland,  Oregon  97210 
S0l3  220-9561 

Ms  Lois  CBBhell.  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  CoDDisslon 
626  North  Capitol  Street,  H.E. 
Washington,  OC  20426 


received  by 

'JiN  2 9 1991 

firrjwnrii  a»tnu«i  up  rwua 
MursnnucH 


January  22,  1991 


Dear  Ms  Lois  Cashell; 

1 SB  representing  The  Oregon  Chapter  of  The  Nature  Conservancy  and 
coBBenting  on  Docket  Nos.  CP69-460'001  and  CP90-1375-000  entitled 
PGT/PG6E  and  AltSBont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  Draft  EIS. 

The  proposed  pipeline  crosses  Nature  Conservancy  property  between 
HP  307.1  and  HP  307.6.  There  are  4 references  in  the  docuaent  EIS 
that  nention  our  preserve:  3E-21,  4D>7,  4E-33  and  6*'32. 


Gt42-1  I The  document  mentions  on  page  4D>7  that  our  land  is  preserved  for 
I education  and  recreation.  This  la  not  quite  accurate.  Our  lands 
I are  preserved  for  scientific  and  educational  uses.  Passive 
I recreation  for  natural  history  education  is  encouraged.  The 
I preserve  is  in  a non-use  land  status. 


G142-2 


On  pages  3E-21  and  4E-33  the  document  discusses  the  Special  Native 
Plant  CoBinunltles  on  the  Lindsay  "Grassland"  Preserve.  The  name 
of  this  site  is  the  Lindsay  Prairie  Preserve.  The  document  does 
not  mention  that  two  of  the  Special-Status  Wildlife  Species 
mentioned  in  table  4E-T  are  located  on  the  preserve  and  need  to  be 
addressed  before  construction;  Washington  ground  squirrels  and 
long-billed  curlews. 


GI42-3  I On  pages  4E-33  and  6-32  the  document  refers  to  PGT  developing  a 
I site-specific  construction  and  restoration  plan  to  reestablish  the 
I native  vegetation.  We  were  glad  to  see  this  included  in  the  EIS 
I and  will  be  cooperating  with  you  on  this  plan  and  inplementation. 


Sincerely,  _ 

Berta  A.  youtie 

NE  OR  Stewardship  Ecologist 

P.  O.  Box  1186 

La  Grande,  OR  97650 

(503)  962-3903 


Otfkr  North  Koni  Slrrrf 


/irxtne  27709 


703  Ml  SiOO 


[Tbf  Nature  Consenancy,  Oresonl 


CI42‘1  Please  see  revisions  in  Chapter  4D. 


GI42-2  Please  see  ^ropriate  revisions  in  Chapters  3E  and  4E.  In  order  to  protect  Special-Status 
Species  from  increased  disiurttance  by  humans,  Table  4E-7  does  not  idenbfy  site-specific 
locations  of  occunence  for  any  Special-Status  Species. 


GI42-3  Thank  you  for  your  comment  and  input. 


GI-79 


January  17,  1991 


Mb.  Lola  Cashell,  Secretary 

liV.AV'.v..  . 


received  by 


Dear  Me.  Caahelli 


'J4N  J 9 l»l 

uwBCim  (wriMa  ua  fioj[Q 
Mijfssauio 


Re.  Docket  No.  CP09-U6O-OO1 

Thi.  letter  le  regerdlng  the  proposed  expenelon  plimo  of 
raolflc  See  end  Traneieleelon  in  northern  Idaho  et  their 
Cop.preeelon  Station  No.  3. 

The  location  of  this  compreesor  station  ie  2 1/2  nilee  south 
of  the  Canadian  border  and  directly  .cross  High.sy  t 95,  from 
our  hone. 

»o  have  correspondence  dated  from  1969-  thru  . 1990  from 
POT.  »lth  promises  to  correct  the  noise  problem  at  station 
#3.  The  noise  controll  seems  to  bo  s probiem  that  they  are 
unable  or  unwilling  to  correct. 

W.  live  ,tth  this  noise  26  hours  a day.  and  it  spoils  our 
enjoyment  of  life. 

Because  PCT  .,ulp.ent  does  not  cross  our  property,  they  sssume 
that  »e  should  not  have  any  Interest  in  »hat  they  do  or  do  not 
do,  or  their  plans  . We  have  been  ignored  since  they  began 
construction  of  this  unit  in  1969.  He  .ere  never  advised  of 
meetings  that  .ere  held,  .here  .e  could  have  discussed  our 
side  of  the  noise  Iseue.  I„  fact  ..  never  received  anything 
but  noise  from  POT. 

We  were  not  aware  of  PCT  plans  to  add  another  compressor  to 
station  #3,  until  PCT  Employee’s  were  in  our  front  yard, 
measuring  the  distance  from  our  front  door  to  compressor 
building  , for  ambient  noise  readings  for  planned  project. 


f 


CIO- 1 


Whan  w#  bskad  them  what  they  were  doing,  they  explained  and 
told  US  the  engineer  needed  to  know  how  far  we  were  from  the 
etatlon  bo  that  he  could  prepare  for  inetallation  of  the  new 
additional  coopreBBor.  Needleee  to  say  we  were  very  eurprieed 
and  angry.  Having  attended  a Planning  and  Zoning  meeting  in 
Bonners  Perry  in  the  fall  of  19B9  end  being  assured  by  a Mr. 
Woodward  of  PCT  that  there  would  not  be  any  increaee  in  nolae 
or  equipment,  when  the  new  pipe  line  went  thru. 

That  is  when  1 called  PERC  and  epoke  to  Mr.  Robert  Arvelund, 
who  renewed  my  faith  in  a Government  Employee.  He  went  out 
of  hie  way  to  bo  both  helpful  and  kind,  and  followed  thru 
with  hie  promiee  to  mail  me  a copy  of  the  PGT  propoeal  and 
to  be  Bure  I wae  on  the  mailing  list  for  any  future  information. 
I sure  wish  we  had  more  people  like  him  in  government  offices. 


PCT  hae  made  eeveral  promiaes  of  iroprovemente  to  try  and  correct 
some  of  the  problems,  ( #1  ia  the  conatant  noiae),  but  we  have 
had  proraiees  before  and  eomehow  nothing  seems  to  get  any  better. 
I would  be  willing  to  appear  at  a meeting  in  Washington,  if  it 
will  help  in  making  our  life  better.  If  you  think  it  will 
help  to  be  there  to  present  my  aide  of  the  problem,  then  please 
advise  me  as  to  place  and  time.  We  have  lived  with  this  noise 
long  enough. 

Enclosed  la  a short  story  of  what  hae  happened  to  us,  and  what 
we  think  of  the  PGT  propoeal. 


Thank  You, 


Mr.  & Mrs.  Norris  Stevens 
HCR  If  61,  Box  176 
Bonners  Perry,  Idaho  838O5 

AS 

c/ci 

Mr.  Mark  C.  Kalpin 
Mr.  Robert  Arvedlund 


GI43-1  Mr.  Arvedlund  thanks  you  for  your  comment. 


G1-81 


Background  of  our  problem 


In  1968,  my  hueband  built  our  home  in  the  center  of  22 
•cre'e  of  foreet.  We  are  locatied  in  north  Itfeho,  2 1/2 
miles  south  of  the  Canadian  border.  Our  view  to  the  North 
is  tall  trees  and  mountains  in  Canada.  Our  view  East  is  of 
the  river  below  the  back  deck,  across  the  river  is  foreet  end 
mountains.  Our  view  South  is  foreet.  Our  view  West  is 
650‘  front  yard  and  garden  area,  Highway  # 95.  and  at  that 
time,  forest  covered  hills.  We  have  abundant  wildlife, 

Elk,  Deer,  Bear,  Moose.  Coyote,  along  with  a verity  of  our 
feathered  friends.  It  is  so  quiet  you  can  hear  the  river 
rushing  by,  over  Uoo  feet  away.  You  can  hear  the  breete 
blowing  thru  the  trees  and  the  chatter  of  our  feathered 
friends.  We  felt  we  lived  in  the  most  beautiful  place  on 
earth. 

In  1969,  PGT  arrived,  and  our  world  changed  forever.. 

Although  they  had  a large  section  of  property,  they  chose 
to  build  directly  across  the  highway  from  us.  and  began 
tearing  the  hill  apart  and  not  stopping  until  they  had 
removed  every  tree  and  all  soil  and  rock,  until  they  had 
s barren  flat  spot  Bn  the  same  level  he  uur  hOme.  Then 
they  proceeded  to  build  the  building  to  house  the  comp- 
ressor unit,  end  install  pipes.  Not  only  did  the  noise 
make  us  unhappy,  the  view  to  the  west  from  our  front  yard 
and  windows,  made  us  sick.  Our  peaceful  life  was  destroyed 
by  PGT.  We  have  letters  of  promise  that  they  were  going  to 
correct  the  problem,  after  many  complaints  from  us,  but  it 


GI-82 


i 


0143*2 


GI43-3 


GI43-4 


hae  baen  a bandaid  flxlt  Job  and  never  eolved.  And  until 
now,(PGT  wante  this  new  propoaal  to  go  ahead  at  full  ateam,} 
we  are  acknowledged  by  PCT  as  being  their  close  neighbor,  and 
they  have  made  many  preolaea  again,  but  once  bitten,  twice  ehy, 
of  their  promiaee. 

The  following  le  our  propoaal  to  FERC. 

Either  deny  or  delay  the  PCT  proposal  for  their  expansion, 
until  all  problems  are  corrected  with  ua  end  Station  # 3. 

The  major  probleme  are,  noiae  from  intake  area'e,  and  the 
Bcrubbere  that  they  installed  ae  close  as  possible  to  the 
front  of  their  propert  line,  directly  across  the  highway 
from  us.  This  noise  we  live  with  every  day  and  the  visual 
sight  is  very  ugly  also.  All  we  are  asking  for  le  peace 
and  quiet.  If  and  when  these  probleme  are  solved  and  you 
choose  to  allow  PGT  to  proceed  with  their  proposed  expansion, 
then  we  would  ask  the  following  be  mandatory  in  the  permit. 

# 1.  Any  new  building  or  equipment  Installed  or  built, 
would  be  built  , South  and  West  of  the  present  location, 
keeping  a standing  forest  breaker  between  Highway  #95  and 
any  new  construction  to  the  West  of  their  property  line. 

# 2.  Our  water  well  is  located  about  200  feet  East  of  the 
Scrubbers.  We  had  this  well  drilled  to  I50  feet,  striking 
water  at  the  28  foot  level,  and  not  again  thru  rock  for  the 
remaining  122  feet.  We  do  have  good  clear  water,  not  full 
of  Iron  like  so  many  wells  around  us  including  PCT.  But 

it  is  classified  as  surface  water,  and  we  are  very  concerned 


( page  2 ) 


The  FERC  lUff  is  aware  of  the  noise  problem  associated  with  the  air  intake  of  Compressor 
^bon  No  3,  and  has  recommended  a mitigation  measure  to  minimize  the  noise  emanabne 
from  this  area.  Please  see  Ch^ier  6.  * 


PGT  s proposal  to  locate  its  proposed  facilities  within  the  boundaries  of  its  existing,  previously 
disturbed  station  site,  which  would  result  in  less  impaci  to  the  environment  than  would 
commentor's  suggestion  to  clear  a new  station  site  that  is  adjacent  to  PGT's  existing  station. 


The  FERC  staff  has  recommended  that  PCT  develop  a project  specific  Spill  Prevention, 
Containment,  and  Control  Plan  to  minimize  both  the  poieniial  for  fuel  spills  to  occur,  as  well 
as  ensure  that  any  impact  is  minimized.  (See  Chapter  4C).  In  addition,  we  have  also 
recommended  that  PCT  develop  a Groundwater  Moniionng  Plan  which  will  ensure  that  any 
project-retaied  impacts  on  public  or  private  welts  arc  identified  and  repaired.  (Sec  Chapter  4C). 


GI-83 


0143-4  th«t  during  »ny  new  digging  and  conatruction  by  PCT,  that 
(oont) 

A.  Either  we  will  lose  our  water  supply  by  changes  in  the 
soil  and  rock  being  moved,  or  B.,  the  water  may  become 
contaminated  by  fuel  or  sewage.  We  want  our  water  supply 
protected. 


GI43-5 


t 3>  Ws  ask  that  the  proposed  new  Compreasor  Unit  , be  In 
use  and  tested  at  another  location,  with  proof  that  with 
noise  level  so  low  that  we  will  not  be  forced  to  endure 
more  noise  if  and  when  It  Is  added  to  the  POT  # 3 station. 
We  have  had  about  we  can  stand  of  PGT  noise. 


# A.  We  ask  that  this  permit  for  any  new  construction  be 
denied  to  PCT,  until  all  problems  are  resolved  with  the 
noise  problem  they  have  now,  and  they  can  prove  a remarkable 
decrease  in  noise  levels. 


Thank  You, 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Norris  Stevens 
NCR  # 61,  Box  176 
Bonners  Ferry,  Idaho 
63805 


as/  cc 

Ms.  Lois  Cashell 
Mr.  Robert  Arvedlund 
Mr.  Mark  Kapin 


GI-84 


The  staff  has  recommended  that  PGT  file  noise  analyses  with  the  Commission  in  order  that  (he 
i\2fi  an  verify  that  PGT's  noise  design  criteria  would  be  achieved,  and  that  operation  of  the 
existing  and  proposed  units  at  Compressor  Station  No.  3 would  not  exceed  an  Ldn  of  55  dBA 
at  the  commenlor’s  residence  (See  Chapters  41  and  6). 


February  19,  1991 


(Geintd  E.  Moore) 


n«.  Lot>  Cakhell,  5»cret«ry 
Fvd*'**)  Energy  Reguletory  Cc-nmiOBlon 
635  North  Copitol  Street.  N.  E. 

Ueeh  1 ngt  or>,  DC  SO<>36 

fiei  Docket  No*.  CP89-460-001  end  CP90- 1 375“000 
Deer  n*.  Ceehelli 
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I em  writing  meinly  in  regerd*  to  the  PGT/P-6tE  EKpen«iori  Project  propo*el, 
however  my  comment*  mey  el*o  have  some  Impact  for  the  Pltamont  Project.  1 
am  a owr<er/*ale«man  of  Basin  Fertilizer  and  Chemical  Co.  in  Herrill,  OR.  Ue 
presently  do  buslnea*  in  Klamath  and  Lake  Counties  of  Oregoni  Modoc,  Siskiyou, 
Lassen  and  Shasta  Counties  of  California.  Our  business  is  to  sell  fertilizers 
and  agricultural  chemicals  to  farmers  in  these  areas.  1 am  a licensed  pest 
control  adviser  and  commercial  applicator  in  both  states,  with  IS  years  of 
experience.  I also  farm  some  acreage  In  Klamath  County,  OR. 


With  this  past  year*  removal  of  Telone  II  nernaticide  from  the  California 
farmers  arsenal  of  pesticides  for  use  in  crop  production,  they  have 
lost  a valuable  tool  in  controlling  nematode*  and  diseases  which  devastate 
potatoes  grown  here  in  the  various  California  counties  we  service. 

These  nematodes  can  cause  early  dying  of  the  plants,  transmission 
of  various  viruses  and  diseases,  loss  In  yield,  and  most  Importantly 
total  loss  of  a marketable  crop  due  to  blemishes  on  the  tuber  which  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (U5DR>  marketing  inspectors 
are  not  allowed  to  approve  for  fresh  market.  Telone  1]  can  only  be  used 
when  Injected  directly  into  the  ground,  not  for  any  above  ground  uses.  There 
are  other  products  used  to  replace  Telorie  for  the  time  being,  but  none  are  as 
effective  as  Telone. 


The  reason  I go  into  such  depth  on  the  nematode  problem  in  this  area 
1*  that  these  nematodes  can  be  carried  Quite  easily  in  soil  that  is 
on  machinery,  which  when  moved  from  field  to  field,  can  infest  locations 
not  already  having  a problem.  Many  of  our  grower*  where  this  pipeline 
I*  being  p>'oposed  are  seed  growers,  in  which  their  standards  of  clean- 
liness, sanitation  and  growing  abilities  are  very  much  affected  by  the 
fact  that  their  ground  is  nematode-free.  These  grower*  take  the  utmost 
care  in  making  sure  their  own  equipment  as  well  a*  that  of  custom  app- 
licators are  sanitized  prior  to  doing  ariy  work  in  nematode-free  fields. 

The  biggest  concern  of  these  grower*  is  that  all  equipment  must  be 
pressure-washed  with  hot  water  and  than  sprayed  with  an  Antimicrobial 
and  Bacterial  disinfectant,  common  chemical  name  of  Mitrol  PO-57, 
wheri  movirig  from  field  to  field,  even  if  it  is  on  the  same  ranch.  The 
disinfectant  helps  to  rid  the  equipment  of  a particular  rot  organism. 

Cor  y''*V*ct  er  1 um  sepedonlc  i urn,  common  riame  Ring  Rot,  which  the  pressure- 
washing  does  not  always  eliminate.  It  is  very  important  to  note  these 
two  problems  associated  with  potato  production,  as  their  introduction  to 
a seed  growers  operation  can  totally  wipe  them  out  of  business.  It  should 
also  be  noted  that  there  are  no  other  means  of  reducing  these  problems 
on  equipment  due  to  the  lack  of  pesticides  beirig  I'egistered  for  use  in 
these  open-air  type  of  situations. 
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Project  Mgr. 


Project  Mgr. 


Thank  you  for  (his  informaiion.  Please 


'iscd  Chapier  4B  for  a discussion  of  (his  concern 


Pacific  Gas  Transnission  Conpany 
Altamont  Gas  Transalssion  Cospany 
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IPaul  VVlieckrI 


CI4S1  -n,.  DEIS  iMnillmcinillinil  Hie  use  of  Ihe  Camp  Nine  AlcemaUye.  In  teiponse  lo  llie  FERC 
JUfPj  concemi  ft|ardin|  conslmclion  rctaled  impact  on  the  Moyie  River,  the  DEiS 
recommend^ed  that  PGT:  (a)  provide  a detailed  environmenuJ.  engineering,  and  economic 
analysis  of  the  Camp  Nine  Alternative  lo  the  staff  for  analysis  in  Ihe  FEIS  (DEIS 
Rwmmendalion  No.  43)  and  (b)  provide  a sile-spcciflc  consirwclion,  resioraiion,  miiigalion, 
and  mon'lonng  plan  for  lU  proposed  crossings  of  the  Moyie  Rivet  (DEIS  Recommendation 
No.  25).  In  addilion,  the  staff  specifically  requeslcd  comments  from  federal  and  sute  agencies, 
u well  as  inieresicd  members  of  the  public,  concerning  the  feasibilily  and  environmenu) 
impacu  aisocialed  with  the  use  of  both  the  Camp  Nine  Alternative  and  the  Hannafin  Canyon 
Allemauve  PEIS.  Page  6-12). 

CI45  2 Although  specific  Information  on  this  subject  is  lacking,  historical  data  indicates  that  repealed 
log  dnvei  which  occurred  in  the  late  1800s  and  early  1900s  may  be  responsible  for  the  Moyie 
River  s current  condition.  In  addition,  the  Forest  Service  has  informed  ihc  staff  that  its  review 
Jublc"*^  P'‘o'o8«P''J  that  are  approaimaiely  35  years  old  indicate  that  the  Moyie  River  is  fairly 

GI45  3 Site- Specific  subsurface  geological  information  for  each  crossing  is  not  available  PCTT  would 

use  trench  spoil  for  backfill  material. 

OI4S-4  ratK  1004,  currenUy  being  e,4mined  b,  Hie  Foreu  Seme,  Id.bo  DepanmenI  of  Fi,h  old 

PI  ™'  w of  POT-,  propood  Moyie  River  Fidiery  Er,barieenier.l 

Plan.  Please  see  revised  Chapien  4C.  4F,  and  6, 
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GI45-5  Please  see  revised  Chapters  4F  aiid  6 


This  issue  is  adcqualcly  addressed  in  Chapters  4B  and  6.  which  discuss  (he  problem  of 
weed  control  and  recommend  the  development  and  implemenuiiun  of  a noxious  weed 
plan  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate  federal,  stale  and  local  agencies. 
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Docket  Nos. 

) CP09-460-001  Hift  0 6 1991 
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IHviilClIKiNIM  COUPIIAKCt  HAD  riOltCI 

mm  ewHCH 

he  PgT/PGtE_and  Altamont 

— >>.vlror>inental  Impact 

Statement  (EIS) . These  comments  will  be  used  by  the  FERC  staff 
■■‘i'li.e  the  analysle  prior  to  publication  of  the 
unai  bis.  Comments  may  be  delivered  to  the  FERC  representative 
conducting  the  meeting  or  addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  B2S  North  Capitol  Street,  NE 
Hashington.  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comments  addUssed 
should  also  be  sent  to  Mr.  Mark  C.  Kalpin. 

at  the  same  address. 


This  page  is 


Environmental  Compliance  Branch,  Room  7312, 


Ml  comments  must  be  reoelvaS  no  later  than 
1**1.  Comments  received  after  March  4,  199 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Holiday.  March  4. 
1 will  nut  be 


(Raytnoiid  J.  Drluy] 


Conmenter's  Name 


Bonners  Ferfy,  {p 


/Py.  / .r  T 


ze,rArj  ~ ziry 


P^r/PsE  ‘ 

C-^  a a I a.-  w C.  R f" 

I1..I  I h't—- 
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TZ-^. 


Thank  you  for  your  comnieni  Please  sec  revised  Cliapiers  4U  and  6. 
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Pacific  e«*  Tranc&iaalon  Coapany  ) CP89>4^(^j^^ 

Mtaaont  6«.  Tran«l..lon  Comply  ) c^mmSmSmiK^WW 

mUlTWMMOl  — •• 

Thla  pa9«  la  for  WMTTni  OOKKIVT*  on  th#  PCT/PCtE  and  Altaaont 
natural  Caa  Ploallna  Proiacta  Draft  Environnantal  Inpact 
stataaant  (SIS).  Theac  coamanta  vlll  ba  used  by  tha  FERC  ataff 
to  ravlaa  and  rafina  tba  analyala  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  CIS.  Comanta  aay  ba  dallvarad  to  tha  FERC  rapraaantativa 
conducting  tha  aaatlng  or  addraaaad  to  tha  Secretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Coulaalon,  835  North  Capitol  Street,  HE. 
Naanington,  DC  30436.  A copy  of  any  vrltten  comenta  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Secretary  should  also  ba  sent  to  Hr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin, 
Envlronaantal  Coapllance  Branch,  Rooa  7313,  at  the  aaae  address. 

All  comenta  Bust  be  raeeieed  no  later  than  Headay,  Hareb  4, 

1991.  Comenta  received  after  Harch  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIS. 


n.«tln7  Loc.tion:  Bonner,  r.rrv.  ID 

Comenter's  Nane  and  Address:  ' Paul  aawiir.r>< 

Rt.  1 Hox  572 

Bonners  Ferry,  Hahn  SjBOJ 

GI47-lj  The  perslt  rranted  to  i»«cifie  end  ^UsDonl  Sas  Jrur.nois-ion  Co  iparies  ■‘■ajlJ  i-cluie 
I end  rmke  *endat9ry  t\e  .lon**  t!ia«e  conpnnles  have  roporel  for  iilti-'Stl-.-  the  irroct 
I 3t  ccr.structi'Ki  on  l':e  river  rjslon  ond  rehfltilitvtlrr  -te  construction  ‘ite. 


GI47-2 


restoration  ‘>hould  he  re  >uired  on  prlvote  as  .ell  public  lands.  Should  that 

hecorae  irposslble  becau'.e  a;;reeoentn  with  private  lor.d  oners  cannot  be  nade,  an 
alternative  route  "houlrl  be  chosen  rather  t lan  cunr-roMri- c the  plan  ur  it  i.s  orc-oaed 


in  the  USIS. 


GM7-3 


-ecens  ocroii  : ivote  1...-!  ft-  fi«'.»riea  i iporve-ie;.*.  «'d  to  c3'«tr  .Ll  «ilt  tr  iis,  vher 
that  1-  nece««<^ry,  "houlJ  be  •u^.ianteed.  -,:"i',  w wi:  .riv  itr  acce-.s  car.-iot  be  secured. 


■lit  of  nertiiicit,  ero‘ lor  , 


:nterv-.ly 
ml  I 


-iJt  t ••  5 1:  .t; 
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G147-4 


G147-5 


[Paul  Rswlints] 


PGT's  and  Altamonfs  proposed  mitigalion  plans  are  considered  to  be  an  integral  nan  of  each 
company’s  appUcalion  with  the  FERC.  and  therefore  must  be  implemented. 


The  staffs  recommended  mitigation  measures,  and  both  PGT’s  and  Altamoni’s  proposed 
restorauon  plans,  apply  to  both  private  and  public  lands  unless  expressly  stated  otherwise. 


Please  see  discussion  of  this  concern  in  revised  Chapter  6. 


The  staff  believes  that  its  recommended  mitigalion  measures,  including  Appendices  B-i  and  C- 
3,  adequately  address  this  concern. 


This  concern  is  adequately  addressed  by  the  requirement  for  an  environmeniaJ  inspector 

contained  »n  Appendices  B- 1 and  C-3. 


ROBtRT  A. BYRHE  CO. 

RT  2 OOX  54-0 
mtLA«■.c■AL1^0l!N;^^  90134 
mrcli  t.  1990 
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Oeor  Ms  CoshcH. 

I welcome  me  oocorlunllg  lo  comment  on  me  Orel!  CIS  lor  POT-  PGf 
PtpeHns  Enp^nsJon  project 

5Sirsv;:;;r.;rr.=r^^ 

0?olilem5  vrnich  ore  sllll.  mlrlg  geors  Is  er,  "“’'"S  e, 

onvlromeriUl  problems  that  were  cousod  btf  the 

Currenliu  me  rocks  wMch  were  let!  on  or  neor  me 

protlem  os  heo.mg  coosed  bg  “"V’’””  'lln^^nVnrest.^^^^ 

surface  where  Iheu  Inlerfcre  wIVh  cuUurd  operollons  end  herve^img 
causing  extensive  equipment  breakage  and  extra  labor  Years  o 
remove  these  rocks  have  proved  lo  be  futile 


Robert  A.  Byrne  Company! 


Please  see  response  to  Comment  LA5-1. 


The  topsoil  wos  useo  to  boa  the  pipe  resulllns  ip  e loss  of  proopclion  over 
surf***  trenc^  wos  placed  el  the 

Vemoloae  wos  tolled  Irom  lofeclea  press  to  cleon  oreos  bero.ise  eoulom.ol 
WPS  not  sleri  ieea  between  fields  Since  monK  of  the  Irodiiionei  chemicsls 

n riiMl.''?T,  to  remove  pli  soil 

porllcles  lollowed  by  disinfecting  with  p chemicol  colled  nillrol  PO  57  or 
one  of  simllor  oroperties  ond  registration  Is  necessoru 

It  Is  evldenl  from  this  brief  description  Ihel  enviromentol  dompo,  wos  done 
durmo  h'  ""  "Tl""  Pfivlromonlol  domoge  Is  high 

doring  the  proposed  project.  With  this  In  mind,  the  lollowino  oreos  need  to 
be  addressed  by  the  Pederol  Energy  Regplolory  Commission:  ^ 

I ) All  rocks  thol  ore  disigrbed  be  disposed  of  In  o pre-orronned  piece  or 

removed  from  the  properly  oil  together,  o"geo  piece  or 

removed"'"  ""  b'eoned  up  and 

Sled'"  cleonea  ond  slerllred 
between  lleltle  ( before  leaving  the  preceding  fleldl. 

s:c:rs;!,“:r»s 

-he  designated  "osely  i'.r.^rs:.^?:t'’i„?''"''" 

m tJ:“so™‘Meid™'"'‘'  -ginole 

Sllrlmemlr,  T’T  wntornlnonts  thol  ore 

lal  to  forming  and  ranching  operations  at  PPpypRT  b -nci  b. 
being  introduced  to  any  land  If  the  owner  Vo  de, Ires  " ' 

'nvt'on^Inl^doIJmems  ;eTn::r?te"t.'r^",',f'  «' 

.'l''her7g, To', o«;«  t?:;:  ra";.':, 
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7 ) AM  pirsonel  ihel  hove  oustness  ootng  survegs  etc.  notug  lonoownere 
well  In  edvence  of  their  proposed  entry  onto  the  land  end  neve  verUiaMe 
idenliflcetlon  In  their  possession  In  order  to  moke  otrongemenls  to 
sterilize  end  not  impolr  normol  operetions  {I.e  dlsturt  onlmols ) 


8 ) PCC/PGT  hes  demonstroted  en  Inobility  to  control  employees  of  sub- 
contractors In  a menner  consistent  with  contractual  end  stetuetory 
agreements  and  lews  Fere  should  Implement  a mechanism  at  no  cost  to  the 
private  landowner  to  provide  a landowners  Meson  similar  to  the  notional 
forests  Mason  This  Mason  would  prevent  the  envirpmenlal  damage  which 
cccured  during  previous  construction  from  reoccuring  during  the  proposed 
Instoiletion  by  constant  monitoring  . The  Mason  should  heve  sufficent 
authority  to  cause  compliance  with  the  envlromentai  documents. 


9.)  The  echeduMng  of  the  lime  of  installation  te  very  Important  since  the 
trenching  will  cut  some  mein  Irrigation  canals  and  the  potential  Impact  to 
several  thousand  acres  of  cropland  would  be  Immense  If  water  was 
interxipted  during  the  growing  season  which  Is  March  to  October 


10 ) Sterilize  the  soil  with  labeled  chemicals  during  clean  up  to  atlentpl  to 
ensure  soli  was  not  contaminated  during  construction  at  owner's  discretion. 


1 1 ) Malnlain  Inlegrlty  of  fences  by  bracing  before  cutting  and  mslallino 
heavy  steel  gates  end  locks  to  ensure  animal  end  ORV  control. 


Sincerely, 
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PRESTON 
THORGRIMSON 
SHIDLER 
GATES  & ELLIS 


mvi  >ANCOMTO»T» 

raRTiASs.OB  rauM)) 
TELEPHON'E  (Wmixe 
pAOiMiLE  (wnui  m 


Harch  4 , 1991 


received  by 


Ha.  Lola  caahall,  Sacratary 
Fadaral  Enargy  Ragulatory  Comaiasion 
025  North  Capitol  Straat.  NE 
Kaahington,  DC  20426 
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Dochat  Noa.  CPe9-460'*001  and  cr*90-1375-000,  PGT/PCtE 
Ejcpanalon  Projact 


Daar  Sir/Madasi 

Thla  firs  rapraaanta  cartaln  landownara  affactad  by  tha 
propoaad  projact  rafarancad  abova  (tha  "projact").  Thaaa 
coananta  ara  in  rasponaa  to  tha  January  1991  Draft 
Envlronaantal  lapact  Stataaant  ("DEIS")  for  tha  projact.  Wa 
ballava  thara  ara  aarloua  inadaquaclaa  in  tha  DEIS  aa  it 
ralataa  to  at  laaat  a portion  of  tha  routa  for  tha  projact. 
Tha  portion  of  tha  routa  wa  ara  connanting  upon  liaa  waat  of 
tha  John  Day  Pivar  croaaing  in  Dragon  within  what  tha  DEIS 
calla  tha  "John  Day  Canyon  Variation"  and  tha  "Hannafin  Canyon 
Altarnatlva".  Tha  inadaquaciaa  cantar  on»  (a)  tha  lack  of 
appropriata  conalderation  of  altarnativaa,  and  (b)  tha  lock 
of  datailad  analyaia  of  lapacta. 


Mtarnativaa 


GI49I 


CI49-2 


The  failure  to  conaidar  altarnativaa  atana  prinarlly  fron 
failure  to  obtain,  analyte  and  evaluate  avidanca  concerning 
utiliiation  of  aoma  or  all  of  the  aiclating  allgnBont. 
Although  tha  DEIS  atatca  that  "PCT  indicated  that  paat 
flooding  had  threatened  the  aacurity  of  the  axiating  pipeline, 
and  therefore  the  propoaad  pipeline  ahould  not  be  built  in  the 
aane  area"  (at  2-76)  thia  alone  la  Inaufflcient  to  fora  the 
beaia  of  a reasoned  rejection  of  the  alternative.  FEBC  cannot 
delegate  deciaionnaking  to  tha  project  proponent. 
Additionally,  while  flood  daaage  apparently  did  occur  to 
llBitad  aectiona  during  the  1964  flood,  a lOO-yaar  event,  PGT 
haa  already  taken  precautionary  veasurea  to  aecure  the 
integrity  of  the  exiating  line.  If  these  Beasures  are 
Inadequate,  one  Bust  question  why  the  existing  line  is  allowed 
to  renaln  where  it  ia.  If  they  are  adequate,  utilization  of 
the  existing  right  of  way,  which  has  already  been  subject  to 
the  environnental  iBpacta  associated  with  pipeline 


(Pmton,  'niorgrlmson.  Shidler,  Cates  & Elllsl 


ni40  1 Tilt  e.isline  ijignintnl  in  Ihn  vicinity  wns  tcjeclcd  in  a prc.ions  EIS  prepaid  b)^c 

Bnrau  of  iLd  Managcmcnl  for  the  Alasla  Naintal  Gas  Transponanon  Syslen,  (ANCpb  TO 

statement  referencing  information  provided  by  PGT  nas  included  in  ^ 

provide  addilional  facts  to  the  reader.  The  FERC  conducted  ns  n™  i 

Lignment  in  this  area,  and  did  not  delegate  its  decision  making  / 

comments  received  on  our  DEIS,  we  have  reanalyzed  our  decision.  Please  see  Chapter  2, 
Section  2.7.2. 

GI49.2  The  type  of  analysis  required  lo  delermine  whether  to  shui-down  an  ennre  'y"'" 

retom  a segment  of  mpeline  is  distinct  fiom  the  analysis  used  lo  determine  whether  a new 
diam'eler  natu^aTgas  pipeline  (operating  a,  over  1,000 
pressure)  should  be  toted  in  an  area  that  ,s  known  10  have  teltabtitly  ptoblems  Please  see 
revised  Chapter  2. 


Ha.  Leis  Caahall 
March  «,  1991 
Paga  2 


cenatniction  and  aalntananca,  la  anvirons>antally  auparlor  to 
althar  tha  John  Day  Variation  or  tha  Binnafln  Canyon 
Altamatlva. 


GI493 


In  prallalnary  dlacuaalena  with  rapraaantativas  of  tha 
Buraau  of  Land  Hanagaaant  wa  hava  laarnad  that  aoaa  fadaral 
offlclala  ara  oppoaad  to  uaa  of  tha  axlatlng  right  of  vay 
bacauaa  It  would  antall  activity  In  *rlparlan  tonaa."  Ha 
ballava  that  this  approach  la  baaad  upon  a llaltad 
undaratandlng  of  actual  conditions  at  tha  slta  In  quaatlon, 
and  at  tha  vary  laaat  raqulraa  public  dlaclosura  and 
dlacuaalen  of  Ita  factual  baaas.  In  tha  Pina  Hollow  araa 
(waat  of  tha  John  Day  eroaaing),  for  axanpla,  thara  la  watar 
flow  only  during  vary  ll»ltad  tlaaa  of  tha  yaar.  Although 
aoBa  vagatatlon  In  tha  Inadlata  vicinity  of  tha  watar  couraa 
could  ba  elaaalfiad  aa  "riparian*  it  la  cloaaly  confinad  and 
doas  not  airtanaivaly  covar  tha  axiatlng  right  of  way.  Evan 
whara  It  doaa.  thara  la  avary  raaaon  to  ballava  that  It  would 
ba  Bora  raalllant  and  abla  to  ra-aatabliah  following 
conatruction  In  conpariaon  to  tha  Bora  fragile  vagatatlon  and 
aolla  aaaoclatad  with  tha  John  Day  variation  and  Hannafln 
Canyon  Altarnativa.  Finally,  thara  hava  baan  raporta  that 
KT  la  alraady  angaglng  in  various  aaintananca  actlvltlaa  In 
Pina  Hollow  on  a parlodlc  baala  In  this  "riparian  tona*.  ao 
It  BBkaa  llttla  sanaa  to  arbitrarily  apraad  out  tha 
anvlronmental  iBpaet  of  thasa  actlvltlaa  Into  a naw  araa  aa 
•^■P^y  bacauaa  an  axiatlng  araa  la  aoaahow  daasad 
aanaltiva. 


C 149-4 


Finally  It  la  a daflclancy  of  tha  DEIS  to  raly  (If  It  doaa 
Indeed  rely)  on  an  analyala  of  an  alternative  contained  In 
another  docuaant.  Tha  DEIS  atataa  (on  p.  2-79)  that  an  Els 
on  tha  AHCTS  rejected  uaa  of  tha  axiatlng  right  of  vaj  If 
•''ww  currant  DEIS  Bakes  a aockery  of  tha 
public  dlacloaura  and  "opportunity  to  coBaent"  provisions  of 
NEPA  and  lapleaentlng  regulations  by  falling  to  provide  tha 
public  and  affected  persons  with  tha  evidence  and  analysis 
contained  In  that  other  docuaant. 


0149-3 


Imoacta 


The  DEIS*  failure  to  seriously  consider  the  axiatlng  right 
of  way.  at  least  through  the  area  west  of  the  John  Day  River 
crossing,  has  Inevitably  resulted  In  the  DEIS  being  deficient 
in  Its  consideration  of  anvlronaental  iBpacts  associated  with 
choosing  that  route.  The  final  EIS  should  not  only  consider 


CI49-3  The  staff  has  conducted  two  visits  to  the  John  E>ay  Canyon  area  to  iook  at  both  the  existint 
alignment,  PGT's  proposed  John  Day  Variation,  and  the  Hannafin  (Zanyon  Alternative.  Please 
see  Chapter  3E  for  a discussion  of  the  use  of  these  canyons  by  big  game  wildlife  species  for 
Awning  and  wintering  habitat. 


G149-4  Sta^s  reference  to  the  ANGTS  DEIS  u entirely  correct  under  the  CEQ'i  regulations 
implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (See  40  CFR  1500.4  and 
1502.21).  In  order  to  provide  the  public  with  additional  information  on  this  subject,  we  have 
revised  Chapter  2,  Section  2.7.2. 


GI49-S  The  staff  disagrees  with  the  commentor's  conclusion  (hat  the  DEIS  is  insufficient.  Please  see 

response  to  Comment  GI49-4.  In  addition,  although  the  issue  of  choosing  a new  alignment 
through  this  area  has  been  explored  by  PGT  since  1967,  and  was  formally  analyzed  in  the 
ANGTS  EIS  in  1976,  the  staff  is  unaware  that  any  member  of  the  public  has  ever  raised  this 
as  an  issue  of  concern.  Indeed,  neither  the  commentor  nor  the  clients  he  represents  raised  this 
issue  in  response  to  our  Notice  of  Intent  to  Prepare  an  EIS  and  Request  for  Comment  on  its 
scope,  nor  was  this  issue  raised  in  the  scoping  meeting  held  in  Bend,  Oregon  in  September 
1989.  However,  to  facilitate  public  input  and  comment,  we  have  revised  Chapter  2 to  provide 
additional  information  on  this  issue. 


95 


Ms.  Lels  Csshsll 
March  4.  1991 
Paqm  3 


that  sltsrnatlvs  in  graatsr  dstall,  but  should  gsthsr,  snslyts 
snd  conpars  data  and  avldanea  of  its  anvlronaantal  iapacts  in 
coBparlson  to  both  tha  John  Day  variation  and  tha  Hannafln 
Canyon  Altcrnatlva. 

rtiQ^  Thara  ara  additional,  and  axtraaaly  asrioua,  daficianclaa 

ui4y-o  consldaratlon  of  iapacts  of  tha  latter  two  routas.  Tha 

DEIS  candidly  adnits  that  "at  thia  tlna,  wa  do  not  hava 
aufficlant  Inforsatlon  to  conclualvaly  astabllah  that  . . . 
the  Hannafln  Canyon  Alternative  tia]  environnentally  auperlor 
to  PCT'a  proposed  route  in  these  locations."  (p.  6-12)  This 
lack  of  Infervatlen  la  highlighted  by  tha  DEIS'  reconaandation 
that  "PCT  conduct  a detailed  anvironBental , engineering,  and 

GI49-7  acononic  analysis  for  each  of  these  altematlva  routes."  It 
is  our  client's  strong  suggestion  that  tha  existing  right  of 
way  through  Pina  Hollow  be  included  as  a third  altematlva 
subject  to  such  detailed  inforvatlon-gatherlng  and  analysis. 
It  is  also  their  view  that  the  Hannafln  Canyon  Altematlva 
will  prove  tha  aost  dasaglng  of  the  three  routas.  One  of  our 
clients,  Mr.  Art  Decker,  tells  us  that  the  proposed  right  of 
way  seans  to  peas  isBadiately  by  tha  east  end  of  his  private 
airstrip  and  hence  Inevitably  within  extrenely  close  proxlaity 
to  his  hose  snd  drinking  water  wells.  Tha  Hannafln  Canyon 
Alternative  appeara  also  to  pass  right  through  the  alddle  of 
soae  of  tha  Boat  valuable  agricultural  land  In  that  area  and 
la  therefore  likely  to  causa  heightened  anvironBental  and 
econoBlc  iapacts.  The  reason  we  use  words  like  "seeBS"  and 
"appaars"  la  that  at  this  stage  the  Hannafln  Canyon 
Alternative  la  alnply  an  Idea  drawn  on  a Bap;  according  to  our 
clients,  thera  has  been  no  on-thc-ground  surveying  or 
inforaatlon  gathering  undertaken  to  date.  He  also  believe 
that  the  inadequacy  of  the  inforsatlon  is  profound  enough  such 
that  aerely  Including  It  in  a final  EIS,  without  first 
Inforslng  tha  public  end  seeking  public  coBsent,  would 
constitute  a violation  of  tha  procedural  requirsBents  of 
applicable  HEPA  regulations. 


GI49-B 


The  concerns  raised  about  the  Hannafln  Canyon  Alternative, 
ones  that  say  be  augsented  when  Bore  detailed  inforsatlon  la 
Bade  available,  are  not  Bsant  to  suggest  that  the  John  Day 
Variation  would  not  itself  have  worse  snvlronnentsl  isipacts 
than  use  of  tha  existing  right  of  way.  In  particular,  we 
believe  that  the  crossing  of  the  steep  slopes  In  the  vicinity 
of  Hannafln  Canyon  will,  as  sentloned  in  the  DEIS  (p.  6-10), 
result  in  a high  probability  of  landslide  activity  and  slope 
instability  threatening  pipeline  Integrity  (in  our  view. 


GI-96 


G149-*  The  referenced  siatemeni  is  a prime  eiumplc  of  the  staffs  attempt  to  actively  encourage  public 
participation  and  input  into  the  environmenta)  decisionmaking  process,  as  required  by  NEPA. 


G149-7  Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  revised  Chapter  6. 


CI49-8 


See  response  to  Comment  G149-7. 


Ms.  Lois  Csshcll 
March  4,  1991 
Pag*  4 


G149-g  grsatsr  than  tha  loo-yaar  flood  thraat  to  tha  existing  right 
(oeoL)  rasult  In  advarsa  rasidual  visual  Ispacts  and 

restoration  difficulties.  Jf  there  Is  any  question  that  long 
tara  advarsa  visual  lapacts  are  probable,  please  review  the 
enclosed  photograph  of  another  utility  right  of  way  in  the 
IwBedlets  vicinity  Illustrating  the  scarring  and  visual 
degradation  of  the  area  that  is  likely  to  occur. 

In  the  area  discussed  in  the  foregoing  consents,  the  lev 
rainfall  and  sparse  vegetation  existing  on  often  extresely 
thin  topsoil  all  nake  for  a very  fragile  acosystes,  which 
should  not  be  disturbed  unless  every  available  alternative  and 
its  Ispaets  has  been  adequately  considered.  We  encourage  FE«C 
to  prosptly  and  cosprehenslvaly  address  the  substantive  and 
procedural  inadequacies  identified  herein. 


Very  truly  yo^^ 


Hark  P.  Reeve 


MPR 


Hr.  Mark  C.  Kalpln 


Gl-97 


UcCEIVED  BY 


(Richard  and  Sharleoe  Granlhani] 


U S l-»vi  Dockat  Nos. 

Pacific  Gas  Transalssion  Company  ) CP69-460-001 

Altaaont  Gas  TransslssiiNt'Cti^anyiiCl  CP90-137S-000 

This  pags  la  tor  OITTB*  COHKEKTS  on  tha  PCT/PCtt  and  Altamont 
Natural  Gas  Ploallna  Proiacts  Draft  Envlronmantal  Impact 
Statamant  (EXS).  Thasa  cooutants  will  ba  usad  by  tha  FERC  staff 
to  ravlsa  and  rafina  tha  analysis  prior  to  publication  of  tha 
Final  EtS.  Commants  may  ba  dalivarad  to  tha  FERC  raprasantatlva 
conducting  tha  naatlng  or  addrassad  to  tha  Sacratary,  Fadaral 
Enargy  Ragulatory  Conalasion,  OSS  North  Capitol  Straat.  NE, 
Washington,  DC  2042$.  A copy  of  any  writtan  comaants  addressed 
to  tha  FERC  Sacratary  should  also  ba  sant  to  Hr.  Hark  C.  KalpLn, 
Envlronnantal  Compl.'.anca  Branch,  Room  7312,  at  tha  saoa  address. 

All  coaunants  must  b»  raaalTad  no  latar  than  Hooday,  Nareb  4, 
1991.  Comnants  racalvad  aftar  Harch  4,  1991  will  not  ba 
addrassad  In  tha  Final  EIS. 
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PGT  has  proposed  to  work  with  the  landowner  to  ensure  that  adequate  access  is  maintained 
when  crossing  private  roads. 


Appendix  B-l  specifies  the  land  use  locations  where  the  staff  recommends  the  use  of  topsoil 
segregabon  during  the  proposed  construction.  Segregation  of  topsoil  outside  of  these  areas,  or 
the  replacement  of  topsoil  over  PCT’s  existing  pipeline,  is  a matter  for  negotiation  between  the 
landowner  and  PGT. 


KOOTENAI  TRIBE  OF  IDAHO 

PO  BOXtIM 
BONNERS  FERRY.  ID/^HO 
IMOS 

30S/S67-3S19M 

J0B/H7.5a3  RECEIVED  BY 


MAR  0 1991 

February  2S.  199l  anPiMRCt WO flOKn 

mm  lUNCN 


Ms.  Lois  Ceshell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Coanlaslon 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington.  D.C.  20426 

Re:  Docket  No.  CP89-460-001  - PCT/PCtE  Pipeline 
Expansion  Project  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  fPETSi 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


The  Kootenai  Tribe  of  Idaho  has  carefully  reviewed  the  DEIS  on 
the  above  project  and  has  the  following  comments: 


GI5i-l  1 1. 


Alternative  Route.  Loop  i«  The  Tribe  is  uncomfortable  with 
this  alternative,  first  because  of  the  presence  of  several 
known  graves  and  a number  of  cultural  sites  along  the  route; 
and  second,  because  of  the  impact  on  wetlands  in  the  Round 
Prairie  area.  Ue,  therefore,  oppose  this  alternative. 


CUI-2  2. 


in 


ayie  River  Poutt. Lggp  .X-  we  regard  this  route  as  the 

leaser  evil";  Eicvided,  that  the  mitigation  measures  outlined 
the  PGT/PG4E  document:  Movie  River  Crossings; 


pfistructlon.  Mitigation,  and  Restoration  PiVn  ^ ^ 
to  the  letter,  and  maintenance  is  continued  as  long  as 
necessary  after  construction  is  complete.  The  Tribe  has  a 
vested  Interest  In  the  water  quality  and  fisheries  of  the 
Moyie  River,  and  this  Treaty  Right  must  be  protected. 


GlSl-3 


Cultural _Re80urcea.  Loop  l; 


Resources;  chanter  3M.  PETS.  We  understand 
that  this  DEIS  was  prepared  before  the  archaeological 
assessment  report  had  been  completed.  We  object  to  the 
implication  in  the  DEIS  that  the  area  in  question  was 
used,  only  occasionally,  by  peoples  now  gone.  In  fact, 
the  CRI  work  done  last  summer  by  Woods  Cultural  Resources 
and  their  subcontractor  demonstrated  the  accuracy  of 
Kootenai  Oral  History.  Even  with  the  limited  work  done 
last  summer,  two  new,  significant  sites  were  located 
along  the  right-of-way.  Further  work  will  be  done  this 
summer. 

\ 


GMOO 


(Kooleoai  Tribe  of  Idaho) 


GI51-1  Thank  you  for  your  input. 


G151-2  See  response  to  Comment  G151-I. 


GI31-3  As  ^ of  ihe  cootiooini  compliaoco  process  pussiunl  to  Scclioi.  106,  consuluiion  s«]l  coofiooe 

l>uri.ls.  An,  proviously  unidcnSficd 
s.les^imsils  cncounlcred  dcnng  consmjction  srill  be  trealcs)  in  a manner  tonsislenl  wilb 
procedures  deleniuned  in  eonsullaiion  suiih  ihe  Tribe.  See  revised  Chaplers  3M  and  4M 


Hb.  Loll 
Federal  1 
Page  Two 
February 


GUl-3 

(OOBt) 


GliM 


CISI-S 


GUI-6 


28,  1991 


According  to  Kootenai  Oral  History,  the  Tribe  has  been 
here  since  the  beginning  of  tine,  and  the  Koyie  River 
Valley  has  been  a hunting  and  subsistence  area  and  travel 
corridor  for  nillcnnia.  As  far  as  we  can  detemine,  no 
scientific  evidence  has  been  unearthed  to  disprove  this. 
It  is  therefore  highly  probable  that  the  existing 
pipeline  has  already  disrupted  some  sites  and  the 
propoaed  construction  will  disturb  still  sore.  This 
needs  to  be  recognized  in  the  Final  EIS. 


(b)  Burials!  The  Tribe  has  very  serious  nisglvlngs 
about  the  Conpany'a  plans  to  disinter  and  rebury  any 
funerary  renains  encountered  during  or  before 
construction.  The  Tribe  has  very  strong,  important 
religious  beliefs  concerning  their  dead  and  the 
belongings  of  their  dead,  one  of  which  is  that  once 
burled,  they  should  not  be  meddled  with. 

Accordingly,  the  Tribe  would  rather  require  the  Company 
to  change  its  route  or  site  location  if  funerary  remains 
are  discovered  during  or  before  construction. 


I'l  , otlier  iMUureil  Btgg'irtc?; piasoci.t.j  wum.n 

Remains.  The  Tribe  objects  very  strongly  to  the 
company's  assumption  that  "dissociated  human  remains" 
need  not  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as  "intact  human 
remains",  but  may  be  studied  and  handled.  til  human 
remaina  must  be  treated  the  same  way. 


(d)  Cultural  Resources:  Non-Burial  Remains.  It  is 
highly  probable  that  cultural  remains  other  than  funerary 
will  be  disturbed,  and  some  of  these  will  be  objects  of 
major  religious  significance.  The  Tribe  requires  that 
the  Company  employ  a Tribal  Monitor  at  all  times  wherever 
earth-disturbing  activities  are  going  on.  Equally 
Important,  the  Tribe  requires  that  the  Company's 
archaeologists  allow  our  Tribal  Monitors  to  screen  all 
cultural  material  they  discover  and  remove,  for  proper 
care  according  to  our  religious  significance.  Such 
articles  should  not  be  carted  away  to  laboratories  and 
repositories  for  "study". 


CIS  1-4  PGT  has  indicated  that  all  elTons  will  be  made  to  treat  funerary  remains,  throughout  the  project, 
in  a manner  consistent  with  Tribal  directives. 


GUl-S  The  FERC  nafl' acknowledges  the  Tribe's  concerns  regarding  treatment  of  'dissociated  human 
remains.'  PGT  is  presently  formalizing  an  M 0 U.  which  will  establish  the  manner  in  which 
these  remains  are  treated.  The  M O.U.  will  be  reviewed  by  the  FERC  staff. 


CI5I-6  PGT  has  indicated  (hat  it  will  consult  and  coordinate  with  the  Tribe  to  address  the  Tribe's 
requirements  regarding  monitoring  and  treatment  of  objects  w ith  religious  significance. 


GI-IOl 


Hb.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  ComaisBion 
Page  Three 
February  28,  1991 


CI51-7  4. 


Cultural  Resoureea.  Loop  2;  This  section  of  the  pipeline 
traverees  both  Kootenai  Aboriginal  Territory  and  territory 
Bhared  by  the  Kootenai,  Kalispel  and  Pend  Oreille  Tribes. 

We  are  engaged  in  discussions  with  the  Kallspel  Tribe  to  co- 
ordinate our  eonltorlng  activities  on  Loop  2 and  expect  no 
difficulties,  since  our  concerns  and  objectives  are  the  sane. 
Therefore,  our  conaents  in  Section  3 of  this  Response  apply  to 
Loop  2 as  well. 


Yours  very  truly, 
KOOTENAI  TRIBE  OF  IDAHO 


Tribal  Rights  Protection  Office 


ATTEST; 

G'^e.  Q,, 

Rayi^nd  Abrahaa,’  Chief 

Kootenai  Tribe  of  Idaho 


cc:  Kr.  Marc  C.  Kalpin 


GM02 


G15I-7 


Commeni  accepted.  See  revised  Chapters  3M  and  4M. 
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(i«n  M.  Rose,  North  Idaho  Audubon  Socielyl 


Revisions  lo  the  DEIS  have  been  made  in  response  lo  comments  received  from  fedenl,  state, 
and  local  agencies,  as  well  as  private  individuals  and  organizations. 


M.  i>en 

^ f3  xje  <trc  /tc4~  gj^ftcsSfcP  To 

T^7s  A 

/■eASotu  T^r  ^irs  Tj-  ^a^a^sr  of  r^e  9000? 

MTT^^7^o«  tcs~/tit'^T^o t\  ^/o^\ 

<j^o  r,  i^fL  ziers.  /io.  C4'e#-^ 

7^t«»5£  ^jycfis^iC'/ T a^  ^re^/e.*^^ 

JZ"  AM*^rt.STre^ , 

/)  /^rge^^tiT^  u7-f{~  /i; 

cot^a-l  ><^  0'Tf<‘/'H^  l-cef't-  /«/e  AoV^ 

^of-o.  ueit-kfc^  oiC^~.  /t^  /edLS"/^  Tajo  o/' 
7<^y«  oUKtrT  Amc.  ei/ett.  Ai£K  CUOd^^cT^*^ 

Ar  ^r^orT^Vj-  Aoe. 

Mcl>y^f<k  >«  '^e  h£7^S  — rV!'T  7s  -ficy<-^ 

■yTtl^/MPA.TS  y CO’At'W'S'O^OO.  1^,  ^yU /Tc 

/^ecArt^  3-SC-'>l  iiecrsi-  -pi  <iAt, 
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iJ3  AJe/^  ^rnX!^r<S  -fir  "CUC^T^  "'  ^^/'■// 

JV(^/’/»i^»t/ AV^t»K  ^ra^<Bt£ 

^AiAe*,!.  o>-  <ye«^  /oa^ 

^>oo^^-i-  JZ^  rf^uts-A-  yi(^  c/-/e^H<C^r 

SfAts  ie  cA^Sfyy  ijtrlreik  eijA,  7lCr 

fcrtd  Seturcc  eUKS  o..^  cPJ"'?.  0/ 

CrA  ^ Ait  ^ryeiAs  itit  um'AfcA  ^u-f-  Aufi  's  /roA 

eu_Bi^k. 


GI-104 


GI32-2 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  4C,  4F,  5 and  6. 
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(^ut-fK^i  CoK^KC^ya. 


A(CM?'~7^y7^ 


The  siifl's  Mperience  has  shown  that  iroplemefiution  of  our  ’Stream  and  Wedand  Constniction 
and  Mitigation  Procedures*  (Appendix  C-3)  would  minimire  erosion  and  sedimentation  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable. 


G152-4  The  staff  believes  that  (his  concern  is  ade(]uaiely  addressed  in  Chapters  4B  and  6 as  well  as 
Appendices  B-1  and  B-2.  ' 

GI52-5  See  response  to  Comment  G152-4. 

G152-6  Please  see  revised  (Thapier  4E. 


GI52-7  See  response  to  Comment  GI32-4. 


G152-8  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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^Tkcc*-^!^^ 

'XHiAAK  /^.  /?5  f 
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lf'Acf~^€T.  /VTJA . 


This  concern  is  addressed  in  both  Appendix  B- 1 and  Appendix  C-3,  which  require  each  project 
applicant  to  utilize  an  environmental  inspector. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  This  concern  has  been  adequately  addressed  in  PGT's  proposed 
fishery  enhancement  plan. 


Sou  rce^ 
yfi?s  A a. 

fifpiTenS 


^oS--. 


X-  /Ua-T^/Ve  iPlni^-h 

Cotyj>l^<t  /“57^  Ti~  (T^k.T^'aJ' 

r<s//W^  ^ svi<>'c<’y. 


^ocieKo.:  l/a/lc^  AJui-set» 
f!d,Scx  :)6,i 
^i,K>K-u-s  ^Z)  33^oS 

{ao2)siy-s-y53 

J.a.u^vr  A/urst^  ^^2hc  , 

‘fSO  ffoo  Aitsf 

P/uAKs^  /^7“  S'ffS'^ 

rvoi)  gsi . s^g, 


0\-aurf(.  5v«<'  C?id-!i?-vva!a 

A 97  //' 5/  <3/3(3  /t/o/Ty,  Cs<‘l')S3l-/ixSi 
P.O.'Bot  /77 

IJ^T^UtaA  ^^0V3  Q.^rses^ 

ler Lti^cous  <tH«<«/i  V 

<./  7^.  DyU 


P.O.Box  ?6L  (scy')as‘y- asfs 

Tekou^  U/l  9‘fo33 


Gl-107 


1 


GM08 


25  Febu»ry  1991 


TOi 

niOMi 

SUBJECT  I 
REi 


Mark  C.  Kalpln 
Lawrence  F.  Lear 
PO  Box  643 
Condon.  OR  97823 

CRP  Lands  on  Project  Rightaway  (Docket  No. 
Tele  Conversation  between  Lear  and  Kalpln 


CP69<460-001) 


Ae  a property  owner  on  which  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Co.  has 
an  easement  for  a transmission  line  with  rights  of  access  I am 
concerned  how  this  project  will  affect  my  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  (CRP)  contract.  Copy  of  this  contract  with  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC) 
la  attched. 


ctsa-1 


Specifically,  the  easement  goes  through  CRP  land  which  is 
subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract.  Under 
that  contract  I have  agreed  to  maintain  the  vegative  cover  and 
the  required  conservation  practices  on  the  CRP  land  and  take 
other  actions  required  by  CCC  to  achieve  the  reduction  in 
erosion  necessary  to  maintain  production  capability  of  the 
soil  throughout  the  contract  period  (1987  to  1996).  Establish- 
ment of  cover  according  to  requirements  by  CCC  has  been  completed 
on  the  specific  land  and  it  has  been  certified  by  the  local 
Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS).  The  cost  to  repair  and  re- 
establish required  cover  is  the  responsibility  of  the  landowner. 
To  my  knowledge  the  project  has  not  provided  for  any  means 
to  prevent  costly  measures  for  the  landowner  to  comply  with 
the  CRP  contract.  Local  SCS  officials  are  not  aware  of  any 
provisions  concerning  CRP  lands. 


Any  information  or  assistance  concerning  this  matter  would  be 
appreciated . 


Thank  You 


ATCHi  CRP  Contract 

CCi  ^Federal  Engergy  Regulatory  Commission  CatLj} 
Jlllllam  Country  SCS 


(Uurence  F.  UorJ 


Thank  you  for  ihis  information.  The  staff  has  addressed  your  concern  in  revised  Chapter  4B. 
and  has  included  a recommended  mitigation  measure  in  Chapter  6 to  minimiie  impacts 
associated  with  construction  of  the  PGT  Project  across  land  currently  under  contract  with  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program. 


McCAMPDELL 
P 0 BOX  *2AO 
LOS  GATOS.  CA  9503  I 
408-353-‘1109 


Feti  21.1991 

Mr  MerkCsIpIn 
Room  7312 

[nvimnmrttBl  Compliantx  B^«nc^ 

0 r p R Fedecei  trien^  Rfguietory  Commission 
62SN  Capitol  Slrtel 
NL  Washington, DC  20426 

R[  P01-PO&C  RlpellneCxpension  Project 
Deer  Mr  Calpln, 

My  (amity  owris  the  majority  Interest  In  1 2000  acre  ranch  In  Shasta  and  Tehama  Cnuntlas. 
M , throuj^  which  passes  approximately  2 miles  of  the  POT-PO&t  Nalural  Oes  Pipeline  The 
assessor  parcel  numbers  are-  Sheeta  County,  704-090-07.  704-230-13,14.15.16, 
704-240-01.02.  Tehama  Qunty.  009-020-031,  009-020-101,  OII-OIO-I5I.  end 
01 1-010-161  Asprtiierty  cmners.  we  have  concerns  elnit  the  Expansion  Project,  hew  It 
will  Impact  our  property  as  a whole,  and  specKlc  arees  of  special  consideralion 

On  February  16.  1991 . 1 mel  on  the  property  with  Ner^  Reeves.  Senior  Riij^l  of  Way  Agent 
fer  the  protect,  to  discus  these  concerns  end  potential  Impacts  An  outline  of  these  Items 
follows  below,  pleese  find  enclosed  a map  labeled  lo  Identify  specific  areas,  listed  from  north  to 
south 

EROSION  CONTROL: 

The  czmiruclion  of  the  original  pipeline  created  erosion  problems  on  steep  slopes  We 
would  like  to  see  these  slopes  restored  lo  original  r«lurel  condition  and  care  taken  to  avoid 
such  erosion  efier  this  new  conslruclnn 

SPRINOS: 

There  are  2 Imporlani  nalural  spring  near  the  Pipeline  • the  NC  property  line  The 
northerly  spring  forms  e surface  pond  end  Is  used  for  livestock  watering.  It  Is 
approximately  SOO  fsl  from  the  Pipeline  end  hcpefully  out  of  harm’s  way  However , (he 
second  spr  ing  Is  (he  only  weter  supply  fa  the  Ranch  house  end  Itvestxk  orrels  It  Is  a 
leva-  lube  type  spring  loceled  appro Imately  60  (eel  west  o(  the  proposed  new  Pipeline  and 
has  been  in  use  at  least  SS  years  We  ae  concerned  Ihel  the  close  proximity  of  trenching  and 
blasting  awld  disrupt  (he  flow  or  collepse  the  spring  completely  M the  spring  isdameydwe 
would  expect  an  altanele  end  equivalent  water  source  be  pro/ided  Also,  a 2 inch  water  line 
to  the  Rancf>  house  crosses  the  Pipeline  In  this  vicinity  and  will  be  ocountered  during  new 
construclion 

ROAD  ACetM 

All  ranch  roads  used  (a  construction  vehicle  traffic  should  be  memteined  and  repaired 

BRipet. 

Due  to  the  PO&f  Coleman  Siphon  and  Coleman  Canal , vehicle  access  lo  the  Soulheasl  carter  o( 
Ihe  property  is  impossible  A brliXr  spanning  Ihe  Coleman  Canal  at  the  heodwall  oi  the 
Siphon  pipe  served  to  provlife  vehicle  access  bul  wet  removed  by  PO&E  without  notice  in  the 
early  I960s  It  Is  etsumed  that  a new  brii^e  to  accommodate  the  Natural  Oas  Pipeline 
Project  will  be  bum  ei  me  same  locaiion  We  requesi  mat  (his  bridge  be  left  in  plea  lo 
reestablish  our  acxzssiDouf  Southeast  property 


[Bruce  L.  MrCampbell] 


G154-I  See  response  lo  Comment  LAS-1. 


GI-109 


Gi-no 


WEILAMP 

The  Natural  Pipeline  p3sr«  through  jpprojimately  1/4  mile  of  year-roijnd  wellang 
area  with  Jiverae  plant  and  animal  life  We  rojuest  lhal  special  consider alion  be  given  this 
area  concerning  conslfoclion  lechni(jjes,  ground  disturbance,  and  post  construction 

WAIL: 

A Stone  wall  approaimalely  1/2  mile  long  and  12  feel  lall  is  penelraledby  the  Pipeline  As 
far  « we  know,  only  eonflicling  verbal  history  exists  » to  it  s original  purpose  dale  of 
arslrxtion.  etc  Approximjiely  90  lineal  feet  of  the  East  end  of  the  wall  was  demolished 
Airing  Ihe  original  pipeline  construction  We  request  that  special  considerallon  be  given  lo 
the  history  of  this  structure  and  that  no  furlher  *mav  be  inflicted 

rRtsPAsa  Accf&s 

The  Pipeline  crosses  Battle  Creek  at  a point  where  we  also  own  a Tehama  County  parcel  south 
of  Bailie  Creek  The  Pipeline  nghi  of  we<  crosses  a county  road  a short  distvwa  south  of  this 
area  New  conslrgclion  and  freshly  cut  construction  accass  roads  will  lead  mwry  fishermen 
huntB-s.  off-road  vehicle  u»rs.  elc  lo  attempt  to  penetrate  this  -new’  vea  We  request  that 
special  eoftsiderelion  be  given  lo  this  concern  and  lhal  melho*  to  prevent  trespass  ba 
undertaken  or  Installed 

MNERAiaCAN-UP: 

Dedris  and  ^bage  such  as  5S  gallon  (Turns,  S gallon  cans.  etc.  still  remain  on  (he  property 
elong  the  Pipeline  n^t  of  we,i  as  a result  of  the  or  iginal  construclion  We  request  that  all 
such  debr  is  and  ^bege  from  both  arsir  ucHon  per  lods  be  removed  after  cwwiruclim 

eCNERAL  eHAOlwe  AMD  REttEOTrATIOM 

The  original  pipeline  constrwllon  left  man/  piles  of  rocks  «xt  boulders  strewn  Tout  In 
haphanrd  fashion,  leaving  ^jite  a visible  landscape  scar  that  has  not  siTi'tlwitty  improved 
even  efler  many  years  We  would  like  lo  see  the  right  of  way.  after  construction  begrdded 
and  reve^iated  to  approximate  the  natural  and  original  camilion  prior  to’ the  first 
construction  period 

H*»T0CT: 

The  entire  property  is  used  for  caitte  and  sheep  ^aiing  during  the  period  of  October  Ihrou^ 
ne,r  If  ar/  of  the  eonsirucllon  occurs  during  Ihis  lime  fr^ne,  we  request  that  safety 
barriers  and  fenced  containment  be  provided  lo  prevent  loss  of  livestock 


By  *9/  of  scheAjied  appointmenis.  wa  will  allow  access  onlo  Ihe  property  for  tha  stixV  or 
evaluation  of  these  concerns,  end  of  course  will  oooperale  in  allowing  necessery  during 
the  corstrxtion  pencil  We  thank  yw  fx  giving  our  requests  and  conarns  sxious 
consicferallx.  and  hope  lo  see  a successful  and  acreptoblo  completion  of  this  cowtruction 


Sincerely. 


BruceL  fioCampbell 


Nancy  Peeves 


Pacific  Cat  Trantaiaaion  Coapany 
Altaaont  Caa  Tranaaisaion  Coapany 


Dockat  Noa. 

CP89-460-001 

CP90>1375-000 


Thla  paga  la  for  **ITT*ll  conxEKTS  on  tha  PGT/PCtE  and  Altamont 
Natural  Caa  Pioallna  Prolacta  Draft  Envlronaantal  lapact 
Stateaant  (CIS).  Thaaa  coaaanta  will  ba  uaad  by  tha  FERC  staff 
to  ravlaa  and  raflna  tha  analyaia  prior  to  publication  of  the 
Final  EIS.  Coaaanta  aay  ba  dalivarad  to  tha  FERC  rapresentative 
conducting  tha  aaatlng  or  addrassad  to  tha  Sacretary,  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  ComBlaslon,  825  North  Capitol  Street.  NE, 
Washington,  DC  20426.  A copy  of  any  written  comaents  addressed 
to  the  FERC  Sacretary  should  also  ba  sent  to  Hr.  Mark  C.  Kalpin, 
Envlronaantal  Coapllanca  Branch,  Rooa  7312,  at  tha  aaae  address. 

All  comaenta  anat  ba  raeaiaad  no  later  than  Monday,  March  4, 
1881.  CoBunants  received  after  March  4,  1991  will  not  be 
addrcsaad  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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[Kendra  Vagi] 


GUS-1  A UndovvTter's  use  of  PCT's  curreni  easement  lo  build  above-ground  sinictures  or  watering 
ponds  is  a matter  of  negotiation  between  the  landowner  and  PGT. 

G15S-2  The  staff  is  aware  of  this  problem.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  4B  and  6. 

GlSS-3  This  concern  has  been  addressed  in  Chapters  4B  and  6,  and  Appendix  B-1  and  B-2. 
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Altamont  Comments 


ALTAMONT  GAS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 


Page 

ALl  Altamont  AL-1 

AL2  Altamonfs  Response  to  Appendix  A AL-39 

AL3  Altamonfs  Response  to  Appendix  B AL-70 


II 


J 


SiDLEY  8e  Austin 


I7  J J l.vE  STHcer  S It 
Wa^hinoton  Dl'  ^.'Udni. 
Telephone  -joa  4:>o-4UUO 


Tele^  e^'-iMU 


Harch 


Hand  Delivery 


Hs.  Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comnlssion 
Roots  3110 

azs  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  O.C.  20426 

Re:  Comments  of  Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  on 

Pratt  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 

PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Projects;  Docket  Nos.  CP89-460-001  and  CP9Q-137S- 

000 

Dear  Hs.  Cashell: 

Enclosed  please  accept  for  filing  the  comments  of 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ("Altamont")  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS")  for  the  PGT/PC6E  and 
Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects. 

In  accordance  with  the  Coounission's  notice  requesting 
comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  we  are  also 
sending  copies  of  our  comments  to  all  parties  in  these  procedings 
and  Hr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin  and  Hr.  Laurence  J.  Sauter,  Jr., 
environmental  project  managers  for  the  respective  projects. 

Sincerely  yours, 


u ly'  - 

Peggy  6'Brien 
Attorney  for  Altamont 
Gas  Transmission  Company 


Enclosure 

cc:  All  Parties 

Hr.  Hark  C.  Kalpin 

Laurence  J.  sauter, 
Mr.  Gary  Cheatham 
Peggy  Heeg,  Esq. 

Hr.  Bernie  Hanna 


RcCEIVEO  BY 
HIR  0 4 Kil 


COHPtUWl  tHD  nOIIC 

iittiniseuMx 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
BEFORE  THE 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 


Pacific  Gaa  Transmission  Company  ) Docket  No.  CPe9-460>001 
Altanont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) Docket  No.  CP90-1375-000 


COMMENTS  OF  ALTAMONT  GAS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 
ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
19R  THE  PCT/PGtE  AND  ALTAMONT  natural  GAS  PIPELINE  PROJECTS 


Frederic 
David  T. 
Peggy  L. 
Sidley  ( 
1722  Eye 
Washingtc 


Buente 

O'Brien 

Austin 

Street, 


•,  Jr. 


N.w. 

20006 


Margaret  L.  Bollinger 
Peggy  A.  Heeg 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission 
Company 
P.O.  BOK  2511 

Houston,  Texas  77252-2511 


March  4 


1991 


Attorneys  for  Altamont 


I 


AL-2 
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1 

Addendum 

To 

Appendix  A 

Coitiment  6-29 

Although  all  four  route  variations  are  feasible  from  an 
engineering  and  construction  perspective,  they  all  are 
considerably  more  expensive  than  the  proposed  route.  The  capital 
cost  of  the  proposed  route  from  HP  428.0  to  620.0  is 
I $153,991,319.  The  corresponding  capital  costs  for  the  Jeffrey 

I City,  Alkali  8utte,  Northern  Utilities  and  Route  28  Variations 

are  $185,917,016.  $184,713,461,  $194,025,533  and  $160,932,110, 
respectively,  exclusive  of  06H  capital,  pre-persit,  APUDC  and 
line  pack.  The  proposed  route  also  involves  less  operating  costs 
on  an  overall  basis  by  virtue  of  being  shorter  and  not  requiring 
additional  fuel  gas  to  power  the  seventh  compressor  station. 

Based  upon  these  advantages,  Altasont  reaffirms  that  its  proposed 
route  is  strongly  preferred. 


See  response  (o  Altamom's  Appendix  A Commeni  I2S. 
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An  Environmental  Comparison  Shows  That  The  Altamont 
Project  Is  Vastly  Superior  to  the  PCT/PC4E  Project 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
BEFORE  THE 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) Docket  No.  Cpa9-460-001 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ) Docket  No.  CP90-1375-000 

COMMENTS  OF  ALTAMONT  GAS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 
ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  PGT/PGtE  AND  ALTAMONT  NATURAL  GAS  PIPELINE  PROJECTS 

Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company  ("Altamont”)  hereby 
submits  its  comments  on  the  joint  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  ("DEIS")  proposed  by  the  Commission  for  the  Altamont 
Pipeline  Project'  and  the  pipeline  project  jointly  proposed  by 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  ("PGT")  and  its  parent.  Pacific 
Gas  A Electric  Company  (”PC(E") 


' On  July  21,  1989,  Altamont  filed  with  the  Commission  an 
application  in  Docket  No.  CPSS-lSSl'-OOO  under  the  Commission's 
traditional  certificate  procedures  for  authority  to  construct  its 
proposed  pipeline  from  the  Montana-Canada  border  to  Opal, 

Wyoming.  At  the  terminus  of  its  system  at  Opal,  Altamont  would 
interconnect  with  the  pipeline  system  owned  and  operated  by  Kern 
River  Gas  Transmission  Company  ("Kern  River"),  which  is 
constructing  a pipeline  system  from  Opal  to  southern  California. 
On  Hay  IS,  1990,  Altamont  filed  an  application  under  the 
Commission's  optional  certificate  procedures  in  Docket  No.  CP90- 
137S-000  for  authority  to  construct  and  operate  its  proposed 
project. 

* On  December  20,  1988,  PGT  filed  an  application  with  the 
Commission  (Docket  No.  CP89-460-001)  for  certificate  authority  to 
construct  and  operate  a pipeline  system  from  the  Canadian  border 
to  the  California/Oregon  border,  near  Malin,  Oregon.  Shortly 
thereafter,  on  April  14,  1989,  PC8E,  filed  with  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  ("CPUC")  an  application  for  authority 
to  construct  and  operate  pipeline  facilities  within  the  State  of 
California  to  transport  the  Canadian  natural  gas  delivered  to 
Malin,  Oregon  by  PGT  to  Kern  River  Station  in  central  California. 
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The  DEIS  presents  an  evaluation  of  both  the  Altamont 
Project  and  the  PGT/PCtE  project  and  concludes  that,  with  the 
Inplenentatlon  of  certain  necessary  mitigation  measures,  both 
projects  can  be  built  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner.  The 
DEIS  also  "Incorporates  by  reference"  some  of  the  findings  from 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("FEIR")  prepared  for  the 
PC4E  portion  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
("CPUC"),  a decision  to  which  Altamont  generally  does  not  object. 
By  and  large,  the  DEIS  does  a good  Job  of  evaluating  each  of  the 
two  projects  and  identifying  certain  mitigation  measures  that 
must  be  taken. 

For  its  part,  Altamont  agrees  with  most  of  the  DEIS' 
an.lysl.  of  Its  project  and  soma  of  the  mitigation  measures 
suggested  by  the  OEIS.  However,  the  OEIS  overstates  certain  of 
the  Identified  Impacts  of  Altamonfs  project.  For  emample,  the 
DEIS  overststes  the  number  of  acres  of  wetlands  that  the  pipeline 
would  cross  and  the  project's  Impact  on  visual  resources,  A more 
detailed  discussion  of  these  and  certain  additional  Impacts  Is 
set  forth  below  and  in  Appendix  A. 

In  addition,  certain  mitigation  measures  recommended  in 
the  DEIS  for  the  Altamont  project  are  unnecessary.  These  Include 
the  measure,  r.guiring  directional  drilling  of  the  Hlssourl  River 
and  70%  revegetation  cover.  The  DEIS'  discussion  of  scour. 
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^ank  you  for  your  comment  The  suff  will  respond  lo  Ihe  specific  commenls  confined  in 
Appendices  A and  B which  deal  with  the  DEIS.  The  staff  will  not  respond  lo  ApTOdia  C 
(which  are  commenls  on  the  CPUC's  FE1R|  for  the  reasons  given  in  ou°  resZt  ,n 
Comment  LAJ. I . We  wUI  also  not  waste  staff  resources  responding  lo  Altamonl's  comUrison 

LnTw"n^‘'  IT  " ""  ““  ''l“"'0"l's  comparisons  or  Suet 

ihcir  own  utilizing  more  recent  data  reflected  in  the  FEIS  Wr  ti>iii  «r 
Appendicej  C and  D as  information  to  the  reader,  ^ ** 
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particularly  its  findings  regarding  "local  scour,"  as  well  as  the 
various  mitigation  measures  it  proposes  in  this  regard  also  are 
inappropriate.  These  errors  should  be  corrected  so  that  the  EIS 
paints  a more  accurate  picture  of  the  Altamont  project  and 
requires  only  those  mitigation  measures  that  are  truly  necessary 
to  reduce  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  the  environment. 


The  conclusions  in  the  DEIS  concerning  the  PGT/PGfcE 
project,  however,  are  more  suspect.  For  enample,  the  DEIS' 
evaluation  of  the  impact  of  the  PGT/PG(E  project  on  several 
species  of  wildlife  is  misleading  and  inadequate  in  several 
respects.  Deficiencies  also  exist  in  the  DEIS'  analysis  of  the 
impacts  on  fisheries  and  fish  species,  forested  lands  and 
wetlands.  The  DEIS  also  understates  the  geological  risks 
presented  by  the  project.  A more  detailed  discussion  of  these 
and  certain  other  matters  pertaining  to  PCT/PGfcE  is  set  forth 
below  and  in  Appendix  8. 


The  DEIS  also  relies  on  the  FEIR's  flawed  findings  with 
respect  to  wetlands,  agricultural,  orchard  and  vineyard 
resources,  land  use,  soils  and  air  quality  resources.  As 
explained  in  greater  detail  below,  as  well  as  in  Appendix  C,  the 
Commission  must  take  steps  to  remedy  these  shortcomings  in  the 
final  EIS. 

Finally,  the  DEIS  makes  no  direct,  systematic 
comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Altamont  project 
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with  the  entire  PCT/PC4E  project.  Such  a comparison  Is  mandated 
by  CEQ  regulations,  legal  precedent  and  prior  Commission 
practice,  and  is  essential  to  provide  a "clear  basis  for  choice 
among  options  by  the  declalonmaJcer  and  the  public."  40  C.F.R. 

$ 1502.14.  As  8 result,  the  EIS  should  include  an  analytical 
comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  two  projects.  If 
such  a comparison  were  made,  it  would  show  that  the  Altamont 
project  is  clearly  superior  to  the  PGT/PG4E  project  on  an 
environmental  basis.  Indeed,  Altamont's  analysis  in  this 
regard  — which  Is  detailed  in  Table  I and  explained  in  Appendix 
D --  shows  that  the  Altamont  project  is  clearly  superior  in  nine 
of  the  thirteen  categories  reviewed. 


COKMEWTB 


X.  TBB  0E18  OVBRSTATEt  THE  BHVIROHNBNTAL  IMPACTS  OP  THE 
ALTAMOMT  PROJECT^ 

The  DEIS  properly  concludes  that  the  Altamont  project 
"could  be  constructed  and  operated  in  an  environmentally 
acceptable  fashion."  DEIS  at  6-29.  On  the  other  hand,  the  DEIS 
incorrectly  assesses  the  environmental  effects  of,  makes  several 
incorrect  assumptions  sbout,  and  proposes  unnecessary  or 
unreasonable  mitigation  measures  for,  the  Altamont  project. 

These  errors  are  detailed  in  Appendix  A;  the  most  significant 
errors  are  highlighted  below. 


Wtfnda.  The  0£IS  overstati 


number  of  acres 


of  wetlands  impacted  by  the  Altamont  project,  concluding  that  the 
pipeline  would  cross  255  acres  of  wetland  and  riparian  habitat. 
DEIS  at  Table  S-3.  As  the  DEIS  itself  concedes,  the  methodology 
underlying  Its  findings  "tends  to  overestimate  the  extent  of 
jurisdictional  wetlands  by  using  only  (aj  vegetation  parameter." 
DEIS  at  3E-2.  As  a result,  the  mitigation  costs  associated  with 
the  Altamont  project  also  are  overstated.*  The  extent  of  this 
error  should  be  determined  and  identified  in  the  EIS. 


*•  yitMi  The  DEIS  also  overestimates  the 

l.psot  of  th.  Altooont  project  on  visuol  ronourcs.  For  oroople. 
th.  PEIS  Incorrectly  claealfi.s  aubotantlal  portlona  of  MP  423.9- 
510.9,  HP  510.9-524,  and  HP  561.0-613.3  as  Class  II  areas, 
althoo,!,  the  Boreao  of  Land  Hanag.nent  ("BLM",  has  not  classified 
these  portions  as  Class  II  areas.  Conse,oently,  these  areas 
Should  be  Identified  correctly  as  class  IV,  and  nltlgatlon 
eeasur.s  should  be  t.llor.d  accordingly.  In  addition,  th.  DEIS 
fail,  to  r.cognir.  that  Altaeonfs  rout,  parallel,  an  existing 
pipeline  for  a portion  of  th.  route  between  MP  423.9-510.9, 
meaning  that  the  impact  on  visual  resource,  there  would  be 
Insignificant.  Th.  DEIS  thus  overstates  th.  impact  on  visual 
resources  tor  this  portion  of  the  Altamont  project,  similarly, 
the  DEIS  does  not  take  Into  account  that  Altamont  now  plans  to 


ImnVouia' applied  to  the  PCT/PG6E  project  were 
A.  explained  below*  hL;“;?"?Ear:«hE5  lE'CrEE^ 
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Comment  noted.  A more  precise  estimate  would  require  full  field  delineations  of 
which  we  only  require  to  be  performed  prior  to  construction 


We  a^ree  that  this  entire  interval  is  not  VRM  Class  II.  although  discrete  portions  are  S« 
response  to  Alumonfs  Appendix  A Comment  AL2-1 1 1 below.  Our  visual  resources  analysis 
has  been  substantially  revised.  '' 


Because  Altamont's  realignments  were  filed  so  late  in  the  process,  they  could  not  be  entirely 

reflected  in  the  DEIS,  Tfie  FEIS  has  been  revised  to  reneci  Altamont ’$  realignmenu.  Boring 

the  Oregon-Mormon  Trail  at  its  intersection  with  SR  28  is  noted  in  FEIS  Chapter  4M, 
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bor#  und«rn«ath  th*  Oregon  Trail  at  Its  intersection  with  SR  28, 
thereby  Binlmiilng  the  impact  on  any  visual  resources  associated 
with  the  Trail.*  These  errors  regarding  the  impact  on  visual 
resources  caused  by  the  Altamont  project  should  be  corrected. 
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C.  Dlrectlonel  Drilling.  Altamont  should  not  be 
required  to  undertake  directional  drilling  at  its  Missouri  River 
crossing,  as  proposed  by  the  DEIS  (at  4L-7,  4F-8).  Indeed,  the 
Missouri  River  is  ideally  suited  to  the  conventional  open-cut 
technique,  a method  that  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
pallid  sturgeon,  the  impetus  for  the  DEIS'  suggestion  for 
directional  drilling.  In  fact,  no  pallid  sturgeon  have  been 
observed  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  crossing  since  1978 
(Clancey,  P.,  1991,  Paddle  Fish  and  Pallid  Sturgeon  Spawning 
Habitat  Study  in  the  Area  of  the  Altamont  Gas  Transmission 
Company's  Proposed  Pipeline  Crossing  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Missouri  River).  If,  however,  Altamont  identifies  that  such  fish 
are  located  at  the  site  of  the  proposed  crossing,  it  will  take 
appropriate  measures  to  minimize  any  Impacts.  Furthermore, 
directional  drilling  is  not  superior  to  conventional  crossing 
techniques  in  reducing  Impacts  on  visual  resources.  The  proposed 
crossing  is  adjacent  to  private  lands;  it  is  hardly  "pristine." 
Moreover,  to  reduce  visual  impacts,  Altamont  intends  to  remove  as 
few  trees  as  possible  by  carefully  selecting  its  crossing  point 


* Indeed,  the  Commission  should  ensure  that  the  entire  EIS 
reflects  more  accurately  Altamont's  proposed  reroute  for  the 
South  Pass  area  filed  with  the  Commission  on  November  28,  1991. 
At  present,  the  DEIS  discusses  this  reroute  only  in  shaded 
footnotes. 
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Wc  disagree.  Our  anaJysis  clearly  supports  our  determinauon  thal  in  order  lo  avoid  poienlial 
adverse  impaci  on  the  pallid  sturgeon,  a federally  listed  species.  Altamont  must  directionally 
drill  its  proposed  Missoun  River  crossing. 


To  date.  Altamont  has  failed  to  identify  sabsfactory  'measures  to  minimize  any  impacts*  to  the 
federally-listed  pallid  sturgeon.  Altamont’s  proposed  consiniction  and  mitigation  measures,  as 
summarized  in  its  comments  here,  would  result  in  an  adverse  impact  on  this  species.  Unless 
this  adverse  affect  were  avoided,  we  would  be  required  to  inmate  formal  consultation  with  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


r 


and  also  Intends  to  restore  the  banks  of  the  River,  ]ust  as  it 
plans  to  do  at  its  Yellowstone  River  crossing.  These  precautions 
will  allow  a conventional  open-cut  crossing  to  be  used  without 
causing  barn  to  the  environment. 
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D.  aeour  Depth.  The  DEIS'  estimates  of  scour  in 
major  rivers  crossed  in  Montana  are  inaccurate  because  the/  were 
determined  from  geonorphically  different  parts  of  these  rivers. 
DEIS  at  3C-11  to  3C-12.  In  fact,  scour  depths  should  be 
significantly  less  than  the  DEIS  estimates  because  Altamont 
intends  to  return  the  river  and  stream  beds  to  their  original 
configuration.  As  a result,  once  pipeline  construction  is 
complete,  there  should  be  no  obstructions  to  cause  local  scour, 
and  general  scour,  which  is  dependent  on  channel  slope,  the 
nature  of  the  bank  and  over-bank  areas,  as  well  as  bed  material, 
sire  and  armoring,  should  be  much  less  than  the  DEIS  suggests. 

In  addition,  the  placement  depths  proposed  by  the  DEIS  would,  in 
many  cases,  result  in  magnification  of  the  impacts  to  the  stream 
channel,  banks  and  water  quality.  Reduced  burial  depths, 
however,  would  result  in  much  less  disturbance  to  the  streams. 

In  any  event,  appropriate  placement  depths  for  the  crossings  of 
Missouri  and  Yellowstone  Rivers  should  be  based  upon  site- 
specific  scour  depth  studies,  instead  of  upon  the  DEIS'  single, 
uniform  standard  which  is  based  on  irrelevant  and  inapplicable 
data. 
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ALI-7  Scour  depth  inrormalion  was  provided  by  (he  State  of  Montana,  and  would  be  the  subject  of 

stream  crossing  approvals  issued  by  Montana. 
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Ravqatation.  The  DEIS  also  eri 


In  requiring 


Altaaont  to  provide  a 70  percent  revegetation  cover  for  its 
route,  a standard  that  is  too  high  in  light  of  the  llDited 
rainfall  in  the  area  of  the  project.  For  the  same  reason,  the 
DEIS'  suggestion  for  a one-plant-per-square-foot  standard  is  not 
appropriate  for  soae  of  the  badland-type  areas  crossed  by 
Altamont's  route.  To  the  contrary,  the  measures  required  for 
revegetation  should  Instead  be  based  on  comparison  with  similar, 
adjacent  vegetation  after  several  growing  seasons  and 
consultation  with  relevant  agencies. 

In  conclusion,  the  DEIS  overstates  some  impacts  of  the 
Altamont  project  and  requires  some  mitigation  measures  that  are 
inappropriate  and  unnecessary.  As  modified  to  correct  these 
deficiencies,  the  EIS  would  fairly  describe  the  limited 
environmental  effects  of  the  project  and  would  set  forth 
appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

II.  THE  DEIS  OHDERBTATES  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OP  THE 
PQT/POtE  PROJECT. 

The  CPUC  noted  and  the  DEIS  identifies  a number  of 
problems  vich  the  PGT/PG(E  project  and  both  have  recommended 
mitigation  steps  that  will  cost  significantly  more  than  the  $40 
million  estimated  by  the  CPUC.'  According  to  the  DEIS,  the  PGT 

* The  CPUC  imposed  201  mitigation  measures  for  the  PGAE  portion 
of  the  project  that  it  estimated  would  cost  at  least  $40  million. 
These  measures  include  rerouting,  time  restrictions  on 
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As  IS  clearly  suted  in  our  Erosion  Conirol.  RcvegeUlion,  and  Mainienance  Plan,  surrounding 
vegetative  cover  may  be  used  as  a guide  for  determining  revegeution  success. 


portion  will  require  numerous  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the 
impact  of  the  project  in  Idaho,  Washington  and  Oregon.  Some  of 
the  most  significant  measures  include  (1)  development  of  a site- 
specific  construction,  restoration,  and  monitoring  plan  for 
construction  in  the  John  Day  Canyon  in  Oregon  and  each  crossing 
of  the  Hoyle  River;  (2)  implementation  of  measures  to  reduce  the 
impacts  caused  by  construction  of  the  pipeline  within  50  feet  of 
residences;  and  (3)  Installation  of  noise  reduction  control 
technology  at  Compressor  Station  3 in  Idaho  to  reduce  the  impacts 
caused  by  the  expansion.  These  measures  should  cost  at  least  as 
much  as  those  required  In  California. 

Although  these  mitigation  measures  would  undoubtedly 
improve  the  project  from  an  environmental  perspective,  they  tail 
to  remedy  a number  of  aerious  problems.  The  most  significant 
errors  relate  to  the  DEIS'  analysis  of  the  project’s  Impact  on 
(1)  special  status  wildlife  species.  (2)  fisheries  and  fish 
species.  (3)  forested  lands.  (4)  wetlands  and  (5)  geological 
risks.  These  shortcomings,  which  are  discussed  below  and  in 
greater  detail  in  Appendix  B,  require  additional  mitigation 
measures  for  the  PGT  portion  of  the  project. 


flPBcial  atetus  ■lldlife  Bpscles.  The  DEIS' 
aluatlon  of  the  impact  of  the  PCT/PG4E  project  on  special 


* . .continued) 

construction,  implementing  an  erosion  control  and  restoration 
plan  and  requiring  control  technologies  to  reduce  air  and  noise 
pollution  at  compressor  stations.  £es  Pacific  Gas  I Electric 
160  (Dec.  27,  1990) . 


Co. . Dkt.  No.  90-12-11 
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We  disafree.  PJcase  see  our  responses  co  AJJamonfs  Appendix  B commcnis. 
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status  wildlif*  species  Is  misleading  and  inadequate  in  several 
respects.  First,  the  PCT/PGtE  project  would  disturb  at  least  329 
acres  of  potential  griitly  boar  habitat  in  Idaho.  DEIS  at  4E*12. 
The  DEIS  fails  entirely  to  assess  the  impact  associated  with 
these  disturbances,  other  than  to  note  that  pipeline  workers 
Bight  be  forced  to  shoot  some  of  these  endangered  animals.  At 
the  very  least,  sore  appropriate  mitigation  measures  should  be 
required  to  protect  the  habitat  of  this  unique  species.  Ifl. 
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Second,  the  DEIS  does  not  address  the  consequences  of 
the  PGT/PC4E  project  on  the  habitat  of  the  long-billed  curlew  in 
Washington.  Construction  would  disturb  110  acres  of  curlew 
habitat  in  Washington  and  277  acres  in  Oregon.  DEIS  at  4E-29  to 
4E-30,  4E-38.  As  the  DEIS  notes,  "(t)he  distribution  of  nesting 
habitat  for  long-billed  curlews  in  the  State  of  Washington  is 
extremely  limited,"  and  construction  of  the  PGT/PCtE  project 
would  destroy  nests,  eggs  and  young.  Id.  To  mitigate  this 
impact,  the  DEIS  "recomaends"  that  PGT  not  construct  during  the 
nesting  season  of  May  1 to  August  l.  Id-  At  a very  minimum,  this 
recommendation  should  be  a mandatory  request.  Otherwise  the  DEIS 
may  permit  the  potential  loss  of  critical  habitat  for  this 
protected  species. 
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Third,  the  California  portion  of  the  project  would 
disturb  442  acres  of  potential  habitat  of  the  San  Joaquin  kit 
fox.  The  kit  fox,  which  has  been  observed  in  the  area  of  PGtE's 
proposed  right-of-way,  is  a federally  listed  endangered  species. 


ALI-10  PGT's  proposed  facilities  do  not  occur  within  any  grizzly  bear  unit  idenliriedin  the  grizzly  bear 
recovery  zone.  See  our  response  to  the  comments  of  the  U.S. Forest  Service  and  revisions  to 
Chapter  4E.  In  addition,  we  have  determined  that  construction  and  operation  of  the  PGT 
Project  would  not  affect  the  grizzly  bear. 


ALI-]  1 The  Commission  will  decide  whether  it  is  appropnate  to  require  the  imptemenuiion  of  any  or 
all  of  our  recommended  mitigation  measures. 


ALl-i2  Comment  noted.  See  revisions  to  Chapters  3E,  4E  and  6. 
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Th«  DEIS  concedes:  "Construction  activities  could  destroy  natal 
dens  located  in  the  right-of-way  or  disturb  foxes  that  are 
denning  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way.  Construction  activities 
would  also  disturb  rodent  populations  in  the  right-of-way  and 
prey  species  available  to  kit  foxes."  DEIS  at  4E-45.  The  DEIS, 
however,  fails  to  assess  adequately  the  impact  of  these 
activities  or  suggest  appropriate  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
sufficiently  this  impact. 


ALl-13 


B.  rtaheries  end  Fish  Species.  The  number  and 
quality  of  rivers  and  streams  that  the  PGT/PGiE  project  would 
crosB^  would  have  significant  impacts  on  a substantial  number  of 
fisheries  and  fish  species,  including  seven  federally  protected 
species.  DEIS  at  S-2  and  €-1.  The  CPUC  concluded  that  stringent 
measures  were  necessary  to  mitigate  the  Impact  of  the  PGfcE 
portion  of  the  project  on  four  of  these  species.^  The  DEIS,  on 
the  other  hand,  falls  to  note  these  significant  impacts,  which 
should  be  addressed  in  the  final  EIS.  At  a minimum,  restrictions 
should  be  placed  on  the  timing  of  PGT/PG(E's  construction,*  and 
reroutes  or  other  special  precautions  should  be  required  during 
construction  to  avoid  the  federally  protected  species. 


* Construction  of  the  PCT/PG(E  pipeline  would  be  expected  to 
involve  at  least  295  crossings  of  rivers  or  streams.  DEIS  at  S-2 

^ Sfifi  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co..  0.  90-12-119,  slip  op.  at  B- 


* See  Appendix  B for  more  appropriate  construction  windows  that 
take  into  account  specific  rivers  and  streams. 
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ALI-13  The  CPUC's  EIR  utilized  significance  criteria  which  differed  from  the  criteria  applied  in  our 
DEIS.  Because  of  this  fact,  we  have  not  adopted  (he  CPUC's  determinations  of  significant 
impact.  We  believe  that  our  discussion  of  potential  impacts  in  FEIS  Chapier  4F  is  accurate  and 
(hat  our  recommend  mitigation  measures  in  FEIS  Chapier  6,  Appendii  B- 1 . and  Appertdix  C*3 
are  adequate  to  mitigate  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts. 


AL-17 


AL-18 


ali-m 


c.  roraafd  Linaa.  Construction  of  the  PGT/PG4E 
project  would  require  the  removal  of  2,631  acres  of  forest  (DEIS 
at  S-2  and  6-1),  resulting  in  a very  significant  environmental 
impact.  For  example,  this  denuding  would  cause  erosion  and 
surface  water  runoff  to  nearby  streams  and  rivers.  In  addition, 
multiple  gape  in  protective  cover  would  be  created,  thus 
depriving  large  animals  of  needed  cover  and  creating  a 
significant  impact  on  visual  resources.  DEIS  at  5-1. 
Significantly,  most  of  this  permanent  right-of-way  will  not  be 
reforested.  Moreover,  because  much  of  these  forested  areas  have 
already  been  disturbed  by  PGT's  original  pipeline,  the  expansion 
project  will  create  serious  cumulative  impacts  on  these  forest, 
wildlife  and  visual  resources.  U- 


Despite  these  adverse  effects,  the  DEIS  suggests  that 
the  cumulative  impact  caused  by  the  PGT/PC6E  project  will  not  be 
significant  because  the  forest  will  revegetate.  Id.  This 
conclusion  is  erroneous.  While  the  forest  may  eventually 
revegetate,  that  process  will  not  be  completed,  in  most 
Instances,  for  up  to  25  years.  DEIS  at  4E-5.  A quarter  century 
of  depleted  forest  and  wildlife  cover  is  clearly  a significant 
aiverse  impact  on  the  environment.  To  reduce  this  cumulative 
Impact,  PGT/PG*iE  should  be  required  to  replant  these  forests,  and 
the  EIS  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  expected  costs  of  this 
work. 


AL1-I4  CumulaliveimpacU  that  may  occur  as  a result  of  construction  are  discussed  in  Chapter  S.  Most 
of  the  clearing  of  woody  vegetation  associated  with  construction  of  the  PGT  Project  would 
either  involve:  (a)  the  permanent  removal  of  shrubby  vegetation  located  within  PGT's  existing 
right-of-way;  or  (b)  the  temporary  removal  of  woody  vegetation  in  the  construction  right-of- 
way.  We  have  thoroughly  investigated  the  potential  for  cumulative  impact  to  occur,  and  with 
the  exemption  of  the  limit^  situations  identiTied  in  FEIS  Chapter  S.  have  determined  that  these 
impacts  are  not  signiricant. 


ALl-IS  Thank  you  for  your  opinion.  Please  see  previous  response. 
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O*  The  DEIS  has  underestimated  the  acreage 

of  wefUods  tnat  would  bo  affected  by  the  PGT/PGIE  project, 
concluding  tbat  the  rout,  would  cross  only  ,7.2  acres  of  wetland 
and  riparian  habitat.  DEIS  at  Table  s-2 . The  wetlands 
delineation  .ethod  used  to  estimate  the  anount  of  wetlands 
Impacted  by  the  PCT/PCIE  proposal'  Is  acknowledged  "to 
underestimate  the  amount  of  Jurisdictional  wetlands  present." 

DEIS  at  3E-2,  4E-5.  The  DEIS,  however.  Include,  no  estimate  of 
the  significance  of  those  errors,  as  a result,  no  meaningful 
analy.l.  of  the  projeefs  true  Impact  on  wetlands  can  be  made, 
and  the  full  eat.nt  or  cost  of  the  required  measures  to  mitigate 
these  Impacts  Is  unascertalnable.  Because  the  amount  of  Impacted 
wetland,  was  underestimated.  It  Is  clear  that  these  costs  will  be 
significantly  greater  than  was  recognised  In  the  DEIS. 


ALI-17  _ « , a 

a*ai!!3is»l.  The  DEIS  also  significantly 

understate,  the  geological  and  seismic  risks  presented  by  the 
PDT/PGtE  proposal.  For  ekample,  the  DEIS  states,  in  Tables  s-2 
and  6-1  and  the  accompanying  tekt,  that  the  entire  pipeline  will 
cross  only  five  potential  active  faults,  hot  only  Is  this  number 
Incorrect  (the  actual  number  as  stated  In  the  CPUC-s  FEIR  Is  20, 

a -i™  the  significance  of  these 

seismic  risks  and  falls  to  point  out  that  miles  of  the 

I P=T/PG6E  pipeline  will  be  In  the  highest  risk  area,  seismic 


In  ^n'.^ysu' of"tZm?V.'u^  wetlands  was  based  on 

and  aflmfi  aerial  phoSL^hs  (”NWI«)  maps 

the  entire  route)?  (aerial  photographs  were  not  used  for 
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AL-19 


ALI-16 


We  disagree.  Prior  lo  publicalion  of  ihe  DEIS.  PGT  provided  us  wiih  Fthrm.  u , 

IIS  CDllIt  roule.  nie  PGT  and  Ailamonl  atrial  pholos  were  rtvitwtd  ,n 
^d  die  resulls  of  our  wtlland  idtniifitadon  pioeess  were  Sd^  J DH  t a 
Chaplrr,  3E.  4E  and  6,  and  die  E.ecudve  SuLary.  SSS  we  dfdL  T ’ 

hTr 


S;iriTnid‘^n“B''!i''"“  "■  Holocene  acdvily.  This  crittrion 

results  ID  identificadon  of  five  potentially  active  faults. 


ALl-18 


As  shown  in  Des  Figure  3A-2.  the  PGT  pipeline  would 
Zone  3. 


lands  in  Seismic  Risk 


ALI19 


zone  3.  Similarly,  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  discuss  the  OS 
miles  of  potential  volcanic  activity  near  the  PCT/PC6E  pipeline. 
These  facts  must  be  more  clearly  expressed  so  that  the  public  and 
the  Conoisslon  understand  the  significant  seismic  risks  presented 
by  the  proposal.  Moreover,  the  discussion  of  these  risks  ignores 
the  fact  that  the  PGT/PG&E  proposal  parallels  an  existing 
pipeline  through  areas  of  great  seismic  risk,  thereby  increasing 
the  potential  for  service  interruption  and  unreliability  and 
raising  significant  questions  of  public  safety  in  the  event  of  a 
severe  earthquake  or  volcanic  event. 


In  sum,  the  Commission  needs  to  assess  these  additional 
environmental  impacts  and  suggest  additional  mitigation  measures. 
Adequate  mitigation  measures  have  not  yet  been  proposed,  and  some 
Impacts  simply  cannot  be  mitigated. 


III.  THE  OEia  IMPROPERLY  RELIES  ON  THE  PEIR  MITHODT  RESOLVING 
DIBPOTED  ISSOEB. 


ALI-20 


The  DEIS  relies  on  the  FEIR's  findings  to  support  a 
number  of  its  conclusions.  As  a general  matter,  Altamont  does 
not  object  to  the  Commission's  decision  to  take  this  approach.'" 


Altamont  does,  however,  question  the  method  by  which  the 
Commission  has  used  the  FEIR.  As  a matter  of  law,  the  Commission 
cannot  summarily  incorporate  by  reference  the  CPUC's  FEIR.  Such 
incorporation  effectively  delegates  the  Commission's  authority  to 
prepare  the  EIS  itself  and  is  plainly  contrary  to  the 
pronouncement  of  the  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
("CEQ")  allowing  federal  agencies  to  incorporate  only  "material 
(that]  is  not  of  central  importance,"  in  drafting  an  EIS.  43 
Fed.  Reg.  55978,  55979  (1979).  Ss£  also  State  of  California  v. 

(continued. . . ) 
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AL-20 


ALl-19  Sec  responses  to  AJlamonfs  Appendix  B comments. 


tPUL  s hiR  which  addresses  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  PG&E’s  non- 
junsdichonaJ  facirnies  is  entirely  proper  under  the  CEQ’s  regulations  implementing  NEPA  We 
reviewed  the  impact  analysis  of  the  PG&E  facilities  contained  in  the 
LPUC  s EIR.  and  have  determined  that  it  adequately  discloses  poieniiaJ  environmental  impacts 
Also  see  response  to  Comment  LA5-1. 


ALI-20 

(COOL) 


However,  there  ere  certain  areas  where  the  FEIR  is  defective,  and 
because  the  Commission  is  responsible  for  assessing  and 
mitigating  environmental  Impacts  of  the  entire  PGT/PGiE  project, 
it  must  make  the  required  corrections." 


A.  Mttiin4l«  The  FEIR  understates  the  impact  of  the 
PGtE  portion  of  the  project  on  California  wetlands.  Central  to 
the  California  wetlands  analysis  is  the  assumption  that  "(h)igh- 
denslty  vernal  pool  areas  often  support  about  10  percent  cover  by 
vernal  pools  and  swales  and  90  percent  cover  by  upland 
communities."  FEIR  Tables  2-2.  2-5,  2-6,  3-9,  p.  3-51.  yet  this 
assumption  is  supported  by  nothing  more  than  a cursory  reference 


( . . . continued) 

SEiala^,  <B3  F.  supp.  ,65,  ,85  (E.D.  Cal.  19801.  affrt  (a 

refaraScr?;r„  r!  =«"  ba  incorporated  by 

'PP  action."  io 

?L“ipa“ro?''?b‘'’ 

pe"°iS;t'’Jhrco8i!ss?o!;^i;js?'‘Je“°r;A"p“JP  Jh^'e^CtJonLnri 

“P  P"“r8  PCT/PCE  project.  Soch  J ^ovierjr 
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to  "file  data."  Significantly,  there  has  never  been  any  attempt 
to  actually  quantify  the  acres  of  California  vernal  pools  which 
would  be  affected  by  PGtE's  construction.  Moreover,  it  is  clear 
that  high-density  vernal  pool  areas  can  easily  support  much  more 
than  10  percent  vernal  pool  cover.  See  "316-Acre  Parcel  Project, 
Florin  and  Excelsior  Roads,  Sacramento  County,  Wetland/Riparian/ 
Vernal  Pool  Survey,"  Report  Prepared  for  Carlton  Homes  of 
California,  Sacramento,  Ebasco  Services,  Inc.,  1990  (finding 
support  for  as  much  as  33%  vernal  pool  cover).  It  follows  that 
any  attempt  to  estimate  the  extent  of  the  acres  of  vernal  pools 
impacted  based  on  the  "10  percent"  cover  assumption  used  in  the 
FEIR  will  significantly  underestimate  overall  wetlands  impact  in 
California  and  associated  mitigation  costs.  The  Commission 
should  independently  determine  the  actual  amounts  of  wetlands  to 
be  crossed  in  vernal  pool  areas  and  require  appropriate 
mitigation  techniques  in  the  EIS. 

B.  Aarleultural.  Orchard  end  vineyard  Resoureee. 

The  FEIR  concludes  that  330  acres  of  orchards  and  vineyards  and 
15  acres  of  prime  farmland  would  be  removed  in  California  to 
construct  the  PGIB  portion  of  the  project.  FEIR  at  6-192. 
Notwithstanding  this  finding,  the  CPUC  summarily  concludes  that 
this  would  represent  a loss  than  significant  impact  because  "less 
than  one  percent"  of  the  orchards  in  any  county  would  be  removed. 
DEIS  at  40-2.  This  "one  percent"  significance  criteria,  however, 
is  supported  only  by  purported  "professional  judgment."  Use  of 
such  a small  percentage  is  misleading  because  California  has  an 


•xtraordinariiy  large  amount  of  these  agricultural  resources. 
Thus,  a one  percent  standard  does  not  reflect  the  actual 
significance  of  the  project's  impacts  on  these  valuable 
.grlcultur.l  resources.  » more  accurste  assessment  can  be  made 
by  identifying  the  actual  number  of  trees  or  acres  of  crops 
impacted  by  construction.  This  number  would  necessarily  be  large 
and  would  reveal  the  true  substantial  Impact  on  the  productivity 
of  the  resources  and  the  livelihood  of  their  owners.  As  a 
result,  the  commission  should  reassess  the  significance  of  those 
Impacts  and  regulre  mitigation  measures  to  correct  or  ease  the 
losses  that  would  occur. 

C-  IJIHl  g>g.  The  FEIR  also  disregards  the  impact  of 
the  PGIE  portion  of  the  project  on  other  land  uses.  For  esample, 
20.8  miles  of  PC8E-0  proposed  route  is  outside  of  existing 
utility  corridors  In  heavily  urbanized  Contra  Costa  County. 

Despite  the  fact  that  this  usage  is  in  conflict  with  existing 
county  plans  and  policies,  the  FEIR  proposes  no  reroute  or  other 
mitigation  measures.  Instead,  the  FEIR  merely  states  that  "the 
applicant  should  apply  for  and  obtain  an  amendment  to  county 
plans  and  policies  . , , (and  that)  (i|f  an  amendment  is  not 
obtained,  the  impact  is  significant  and  unavoidable."  FEIR  at  6- 
191.  The  commission  cannot  sidestep  these  land  use  issues.  The 
final  EIS  must  address  these  potential  impacts  and  either  require 
a reroute  or  ensure  that  the  amendment  to  the  county  plans  has 
been  obtained  so  that  the  impact  is  reduced  to  a less  than 
significant  level. 


AL-23 


AL-24 


D.  Air  Quality.  Air  quality  impacts  and  necessary 
Bitlgatlon  measures  are  also  inadequately  addressed  in  the  FEIR. 
For  example,  each  of  the  four  air  basins  and  15  counties 
traversed  by  the  PG(E  pipeline  in  California  are  already  non- 
attainment  for  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in 
diameter  ("PHig”) . As  a result,  the  PGfcE  portion  of  the 
Expansion  project  would  contribute  to  an  already  significant  air 
pollution  problem.  Nevertheless,  the  FEIR  fails  to  require  PGfcE 
to  submit  a dust  control  plan  for  pipeline  construction  to  any 
Air  Pollution  Control  District  ("APCO")  outside  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  APCD.  To  correct  this  deficiency,  PGT/PC6E  should 
be  required  to  submit  to,  and  obtain  approval  of  fugitive  dust 
control  plans  from,  each  non-attainment  APCD  prior  to 
construction. 


In  sum,  without  these  revisions,  the  Commission  would 
essentially  ignore  the  significant  environmental  impacts  that  the 
PG4E  project  may  create.  To  correct  these  deficiencies,  the 
Commission  must  conduct  the  independent  analysis  of  the  entire 
PGT/PGJrE  project  that  is  required  by  both  NEPA  and  the  NGA.'* 


Sfifi.  g . g . 55  Fed.  Reg.  33027,  33041  (Aug.  13,  1990);  Hudson 
Rjvgr  Sloop  Clearwater.  Inc,  v.  Department  of  Saw.  836  F.2d  760 
(2d  Cir.  1988);  Sierra  Club  v.  United  States  Army  Coro  of 
EnaiHSfitfl,  701  F.2d  1011,  1038-39  (2d  Cir.  1983);  Sierra  Club  v. 
rrgghlhg.  534  F.2d  1289  (8th  Cir.  1976);  Henrv  v,  FPC.  513  F.2d 


_and  Intalco  Aluminum 


395  (O.C.  Cir.  1975);  Atlantic  Richfield  Co 
£a*,  49  FERC  1 61,294  (1989)  ("NEPA  requires  that  the  Comm 
. . . consider  the  environmental  impact  of  non jurisdictional 
facilities  which  are  directly  related  to  a Commission  action"); 
Great  La)ce3  Gas  Transmission  Co..  48  FERC  5 61,127  (1989) 
(Commission  "obligated  to  consider  the  impact  of  the  pipeline 
facilities,  including  nonjurisdictional  facilities);  gnc 

(continued. . . ) 
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IV.  THE  RELEVANT  8TAT0TE8  AND  8O0ND  PUBLIC  POLICY  REQUIRE  A 

COMPREMEHBIVB  COMPARISON  OP  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OP  THE 
ALTAMOMT  AND  PQT/POtE  PROJECTS. 


The  CPUC  has  concluded  that  pct/PG4E's  project  would 
have  a significant  adverse  impact  on  the  environment  even  if  its 
201  mitigation  measures  were  implemented,  see  decision  of  the 
CPUC  in  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co.,  okt.  90-12-119,  slip  op.  at 
144  (Dec.  27,  1990).  The  CPUC  further  stated  that  "(tjhe 
PCT/PC4E  project  would  result  in  the  greatest  level  of 
significant  environmental  Impacts  of  any  of  the  alternatives 
considered  in  the  draft  and  final  EIB,"  Including  the  Altamont 
project.  Id.  at  157;  am  also  FEIR  at  2-16.’* 


The  DEIS,  however,  makes  no  comparison  between  the 
Altamont  and  PCT/PC4E  projects.  instead,  the  DEIS  addresses 
separately  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  two  projects.  E.o.  . 
DEIS  at  2-62.  The  only  "alternatives"  that  the  DEIS  summarily 
reviews  are  pipeline  project  proposals,  a "no  action" 


'*  ( . . .continued) 

ItanaTlajWn  corp.,  <5  FEHC  1 61,298  U9SB1  (since  the 
should  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  undertaking"). 

Cal°fo^^u“fned'x^*Vi',.r'’®  General  of  the  State  of 

Becoonlsino^thf^  * petition  for  rehearing  of  the  CPUC's  decision. 

enylronn,ent.l  lepsct  which  the 
t project  would  have  in  California  and  the  aval labi i < tu  nf 
(iJilSdiSa’^thi'^A^t'’®*’^?''  Alternatives  to  the  PG4E  projMt'^ 
thJ?  SSe  cp5?  hJi  Attorney  General  argued 

Reouest  ^ ^ Violated  state  environmental  standards. 

Request  for  Rehearing  at  5-0.  This  petition  for  rehearina 

petitions  by  Altamont  Snd  other  parUe^  U still 
pending  before  the  CPUC.  patties,  xs  scux 
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AL-25 


No  comiMrison  of  (he  Iwo  proixjssls  is  required.  Both  projects  are  acceptable  provided  the 
tniiigation  measures  proposed  iu  (he  FEIS  are  impicmenied.  The  projects  are  uor  eompelina 
altemativei  10  one  another.  ^ “ 


AL1-2I 

(eoBt) 


ilCernative,  DEIS  at  S-7  through  S-10,  2-64  through  2-74,  and 


certain  routing  variations  for  Individual  segments  of  the 
Altamont  and  PGT/PG4E  projects.'* 

The  DEIS'  approach  is  unlawful.  The  ■•linchpin"  of  an 
EIS  is  the  "detailed  description  of  alternatives."  which 
necessarily  includes  a comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of 
alternatives.  The  two  projects  are  clearly  alternatives,  and  as 
such,  their  Impacts  must  be  compared.  Finally,  if  such  a 
comparison  were  made,  it  would  be  apparent  that  the  Altamont 
project  is  environmentally  superior. 

rat  AUfgnt  IBd  rOT/POtB  projects  Are  Aiternatlvee. 


NEPA  "alternatives"  are  identified  by  whether  they 
serve  the  sane  agflgral  objective  or  purpose.'^  Indeed,  the 


through  2-52  (Altamont  "South  Pass 
^ ^‘22  (P0T/PG6E  "Jepson  Prairie  Reserve");  4C-13 

^PCT/PCtE  "Moyie  River"  alternative  alignments);  6-l0  (PGT/PG4E 
"John  Day  Canyon  Variation").  irui/ruat 

715^2,,*^^'  7^'';2°d'  c!r  Trj.nsP'.rtati'.n, 

/iobI  /►K  ' g^rt-  denied.  465  U.S.  1055 

(19B4)  (the  agency  must  "consider  such  alternatives  to  the 
partially  or  completely  meet  the 

Gas  Consumers  Group  v.  USnA  694  F.2d 
cir.  1901).  £srt.  46l  u.s.  905  ("the  range 

ri  "®ed  hot  extend  beyond  those  reasonably  related^ 

5L  V P;!^P°®®®.of^the  project");  Piedmont  Heights  CtvL  ri..h, 
ilternatiSel^aSc^ion  436  (5th  Cir.  19^)  (the  goal  of 

IchilCt^i  H ensure  consideration  of  "methods  of 

souih  4 desired  goal  other  than  the  proposed  action"); 

EnvirnnclgntAl  Council.  Inc.  V 629  F.2d 

^*®®^  ("NEPA  does  require  a discussion  of 
all  alternatives  to  a project  which  would  reduce  environmental 
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i 


ComalMlon  has  uniformly  considered  pipeline  proposals  as 
alternatives  if  they  are  intended  to  serve  the  same  basic 
geographical  areas  or  market.'* 

As  recognized  in  the  DEIS  itself,  aSfi  “Purpose  of  the 
Propo..<l  Pro).«.,«  DEIS  ,t  1-5,  the  two  projects  propose  to 
serve  the  ss.e  ..rkot  (c.llrornlo,  st  the  s..e  time  (fell  1,93, 
with  sl.ll.r  qoshtlties  of  censdian  natural  gas.  In  addition,  at 
the  Commission's  July  12-13,  1990  technical  conference,  Paula 
Rosput,  POT'S  senior  vice  President,  acknowledged  that  the 
projects  are  alternatives: 

^!!*^*/*^*  • • ■ *«''«'■«!  competing  proposals 
to  bring  Canadian  gas  into  California.  The 
most  obvious  ultimate  proposal  that's  out 
there  right  now  is  the  Altamont  project. 

statement  of  Paula  Ro.put,  Tr.  at  163-169,  As  such,  the  Altamont 
and  PGT1PC6E  project,  must  he  viewed  as  NEPA  alternatives. 


In  falling  to  compare  the  Altamont  and  PCT/PG6E 
projects  as  ■alternatives-  to  each  other  for  environmental  impact 


"nter«airplpS"Jee"rA?klnsasr"I!'r 

61,351  (1988)’^(EIS  analysed  2s  f Plpirlln?  Cg,  , 62  FERC  1 

"uj.v.  and  wJo;i„g-?2uf222i2  o!i2?222  """ 

to  provide  natural  gas  to  enhanced^2?l  6hey  all  proposed 

facilities  in  souther2  c2l?Jn22?!?  recovery  ("EOR") 

C2.,  36  FERC  g 61,270  (19861  ILIJ.  Gas  Transmission 

various  propoLls  to  tran.nLi  "nalyzed  as  alternatives 
StatesJ;  Boiinrt»r«  northeastern  United 

af  al?e?nS?i:eI^C:;i»  ^ f^IS 

to  transport  gas  fro.  Canada  to  tS2°2222ie%22e22"22[222  2^2222?" 
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analya«s  purposes,  the  DEIS  does  not  provide  a rationale.  There 
is  only  a cryptic  statement,  at  page  2-62,  to  the  effect  that  the 
two  projects  oay  not  be  '‘competitive  with  each  other."  This 
statement  is  factually  incorrect.  In  addition,  this  observation 
fails  to  Justify  or  explain  the  failure  to  treat  the  Altamont  and 
PGT/PC4E  projects  as  NEPA  "alternatives." 


The  DEIS'  criteria  to  select  viable  NEPA  alternatives 
to  the  Altamont  and  PGT/PGtE  projects  do  not  require  that  the 
projects  be  "competitive"  with  either  the  Altamont  or  PGT/PG4E 
proposal.  Indeed,  nothing  in  the  NGA  limits  consideration  of 
NEPA  alternatives  or  otherwise  conflicts  with  the  Commission's 
duties  under  NEPA.  Noncompliance  with  NEPA  is  permitted  only 
where  "a  clear  and  unavoidable  conflict  in  statutory  authority 
exists . 


Finally,  the  fact  Altamont  is  seeking  a certificate  for 
its  project  pursuant  to  the  Commission's  optional  procedures 
while  PGT  is  seeking  a certificate  pursuant  to  the  Commission's 
traditional  procedures  is  irrelevant  from  an  environmental 
analysis  viewpoint.  Indeed,  the  Commission  has  often  compared, 
as  NEPA  alternatives,  pipeline  proposals  that  were  seeking 
optional  certificates  with  others  that  were  seeking  traditional 


flint  Ridge  Development  Co.  v.  Scenic  Rivers  Ass'n.  426  u.S. 
776,  78B  (1976)  (emphasis  added);  seg  also  Andrus  v.  sierra  rinl 
442  U.S.  347,  350-51  n.2  (1979)  (same);  Public  Citizen  v.  NHTSA 
848  F.2d  256,  263  n.27  (D.C.  Cir.  1980)  (samel:  Calvert  riiff®' 
Coordinating  Committee  v.  AFC.  449  F.2d  1109  (D.C.  Cir.  1971) 
(alleged  conflict  with  regulatory  procedures  does  not  excuse 
noncompliance  with  NEPA);  40  C.F.R.  $ 1500.6. 
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ALl  -22  See  previous  response. 


J 


For  example,  in  NQrthgast  U.S.  Pipeline  Prole,-f. 


46  FERC  1 61,012  (1989),  the  Commission  stated  that  consideration 
of  pipelines  seelcing  optional  certificates 

outside  of  a comparative  hearing  will  not.  indeed 
cannot,  prevent  the  Commission  from  considerina  the 
superiority  of  viable  alternatives  to  the  priSLaJs 
under  the  Natural  Gas  Act  and  the  National^ 

Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  rpn.ii 

complete,  and  thorough  environmental  reviews  will  be  ' 
conducted  on  all  of  the  discrete  oroposals  and 
reasonable  alternatives  thereto.'* 


*■  ‘***  Impacts  of 

the  Altamont  and  P0T/P06E  Proposals  Hust  Be 
Analytically  ComoareS, 

the,  et.  eltern.tlves,  th.  Els  .uht  Include  , 
co.p.rleon  of  th.  envlrohn.nt.l  l.p.cte  of  the  Alt.mont  end 
POT/PdlE  propoeeie.  such  . co.perlson  1.  required  b,  CEO 
reguletlone,  prior  co,u.l..lon  pr.ctlce,  legel  precedent  end  eound 
public  policy. 


CEQ  reguletlons,  by  which  the  Commission  Is  bound,  IB 
C.E.R.  s 3B0.1,  emphsslr.  thet  the  Imp.cts  of  alternative,  should 
be  presented  "In  , thus  sharply  defining  the 

a mut  bMH  for  choir,  among  options  by 
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disagree.  See  response  (o  Commenl  ALl  -21  above. 
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the  decisionmaker  and  the  public."  40  C.F.R.  S 1502.14  (emphasis 
added).  CEQ  guidance  also  stress  the  need  for  comparison  and 
analysis  of  alternatives:  "most  of  the  'alternatives'  section 
should  be  devoted  to  describing  and  comparing  alternatives."  46 
Fed.  Reg.  at  16020. 

Previous  Commission  pipeline  rulings,  including  cases 
in  which  applicants  were  not  entitled  to  comparative  hearings  on 
non-envlronnental  Issues,  similarly  require  that  alternatives  be 
compared.  Sflfi  also  troguois  Gas  Transmission  System.  53  FERC 
t 61,194  at  61,723  n.l07  (1990)  (an  EIS  "forces  agencies  to  fully 
evaluate  the  environmental  effects  of  each  alternative  proposal 
as  compared  to  the  impacts  of  the  preferred  alternative");  Qgltft 
Pipeline  Company.  53  FERC  1 61,002  (1990);  Wvoming-California 
Pipeline.  45  FERC  1 63,005  (1988).  Thus,  for  example,  the 
FEIR/FEIS  for  the  Mojave-Kern  Rlver-El  Dorado  pipeline  projects, 
contained  a detailed  analysis  comparing  the  environmental 
consequences  of  fach  pipeline's  preferred  route  and  ranked  each 
project  according  to  its  relative  impacts.*’  Prior  case  law 
also  mandates  that  alternatives  be  analyted  in  a comparative 
manner.  Sfifi  North  Buckhead  Civic  Ass'n  V.  SKinnec,  903  F.2d 
1533,  1541  (11th  Clr.  1990)  ("the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposal  and  the  alternatives  (must]  be  presented  in  comparative 
form");  Druid  Hills  Civic  Ass'n  v.  Fed.  Highway  ftdmin,..  772  F.2d 
700,  712-13  (11th  Cir.  1985)  (same);  State  of  Alaska  v.  Andrus. 

” SSfi  Mojave-Kern  River-El  Dorado  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Projects,  Final  Environment  Impact  Report/Statement,  Volume  III, 
Comparisons  and  Recommendations. 


5S0  F.2d  <65,  <74-75  (O.C.  Cir.  19781  Isame);  Hinn.  Pub.  Tnf,.-..6 

Be?,  cep.  V,  BMtF,  5<1  r.2d  1292,  uoo  (stn  cir.  1976)  (eis 
garhars  "in  ona  place  a discussion  of  the  relative  Impacts  of 
alternatives  so  that  the  reasons  for  the  choice  of  alternatives 
are  clear");  mitural  Besourcea  Pefense  Cnuncll.  me.  v.  Morton 
<58  F.2d  827,  833  (D.c.  Cir.  1972)  (EIS  requires  "comparison  of 
the  net  balance  tor  the  proposed  project  with  the  environmental 
risks  presented  bp  alternative  courses  of  action"). 

Finally,  sound  public  policy  mandates  that  the  Altamont 
and  PGT/PC6E  project,  be  compared,  over  the  last  several  years, 
the  coa^iisslon  has  begun  to  rely  more  heavily  on  market  forces  to 
determine  which  of  two  or  more  competing  natural  gas  pipelines 
Should  be  certificated."  The  Commission's  acknowledged  role 
under  this  policy  is  to  facilitate  market  entry  and  provide  a 
"level  playing  field"  for  competitors. 


To  make  the  market-based  policy  work,  however,  the 
Commission  must  use  Its  certificate  proceedings  to  disclose 
adequate  information  about  competing  proposals,  including  their 
environmental  consequences,  Uithout  adequate  disclosure  of  the 
environmental  impacts  of  a proposal  and  a comparison  of  the 
Impacts  of  competing  proposals,  the  market  will  not  have 
sufficient  information  with  which  to  make  ihtelllgeht  decisions 
that  include  environmental  considerations. 


* Altamont  does  not 
always  appropriate. 


necessarily  concede  that 
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Seen  In  tills  light,  NEPA  end  other  environmental 
statutes,  rather  than  hindering  the  implementation  of  the  market 
policy,  actually  become  an  integral  part  of  that  policy.  NEPA 
and  other  environmental  statutes  ensure  disclosure  of  adequate 
information  about  the  tgUtlys  environmental  impacts  and  costs  o 
mitigation  measures  of  competing  projects.  Indeed,  one  of  NEPA' 
most  Important  purposes  is  to  disclose  to  decision-makers,  the 
market,  and  the  public  the  environmental  consequences  of 
competing  proposals  to  aid  in  the  substantive  decision  of  which 
project  to  approve.  La.,  TfPUt  dnUplted.  Inc,  v.  tjocton.  509 
F.2d  1276.  1283  (9th  Cir.  1974). 

Such  a disclosure,  which  necessarily  includes  a 
comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  competing  proposals, 
allows  the  public  and  the  Commission  the  opportunity  to  consider 
adequately,  along  with  other  market  concerns,  the  environmental 
impacts  of  a proposed  pipeline.  The  Commission's  market  policy, 
therefore,  cannot  be  implemented  properly  unless  a comparison  of 
the  competing  Altamont  and  PGT/PGfcE  projects  is  made.  Moreover, 
a failure  to  compare  the  environmental  impacts  of  these  two 
projects  will  result  in  the  elevation  of  market  forces  above 
environmental  concerns,  a policy  that  cannot  bear  careful 
scrutiny. 
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:o  the 


C.  A Coapariaon  Shows  that  th«  Altaoont 
la  Clearly  Environmentally  Superior  1 
POT/PGtE  Project. 

A comparison  of  the  two  projects  makes  it  clear  that 
the  Altamont  project,  in  conjunction  with  the  necessary  additions 
to  the  Kern  River  project,  would  have  a much  smaller  impact  on 
the  environment  than  would  the  entire  PGT/PGSE  project.  After 
correctinq  the  questionable  data  as  described  previously  and  in 
more  detail  in  Appendices  A,  8 and  C.  it  becomes  evident  that  the 
Altamont  project  is  superior  in  virtually  every  category  reviewed 
in  the  DEIS.**  Table  I.  attached  hereto,  enumerates  the 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  both  projects  and  Appendix  D, 
also  attached,  provides  a more  complete  analysis  in  narrative 
form. 


CQNCL08IOM 


The  Commission  should  adopt  the  herein  proposed 
recommendations  by  Altamont  in  its  final  EIS.  m particular,  a 


envlron.e„t.  1 dat.,  Tha  data  for  tha  two  p?plu^as  ara  in 

npt"inEa“dahil'S‘'o?"''t,''°;  <liffaranaas  in  tha 

^finition  of  wetlands  means  that  "wetland 
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Thank  you  for  your  opinion.  Sea  previous  response. 
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comparison  of  the  proposed  projects  should  be  provided,  with 
these  modifications  and  additions,  it  will  become  even  more 
obvious  that  the  Altamont  project  is  environmentally  superior  to 
the  PCtT/PGtE  project.  Given  the  extreme  disparity  in  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  two  projects,  PCX's  certificate 
application  should  be  denied. 


David  T.  Buente 
Peqgy  L.  O'Brien 
Sidley  & Austin 
1722  Eye  Street,  N.H. 
Washington,  O.C.  20006 
(202)  429-4107 

Margaret  L.  Bollinger 
Peggy  A.  Heeg 
Altamont  Gas  Transmission 
Company 
P.O.  Box  2511 

Houston,  Texas  77252-2511 
Attorneys  for  Altamont 

March  4,  1991  Gas  Transmission  Company 


TABLE  I 


SUMHABY  COHPABISON  OF  CKVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OP  THE  POT/PO«E 
EXPANSION  PROJECT  AND  THE  ALTAHONT  PROJECT* 


Resource  Area/Iapact 

PGT/PGSE 

Facilities 

Altamont  6 

Expansion 

Facilities* 

aeoLOOY 

Potential  active  faults  crossed 

ao** 

0' 

Miles  in  Seismic  Risk  Zone  Three 

0 

Miles  of  active  volcanic  areas 

es** 

0 

Miles  of  liquefaction  potential 

50.6 

T.a** 

Miles  of  landslide  potential 

21.5^ 

3.2 

SOILS 

Miles  or  prime  farmland  crossed 

291.7 

g. 

Miles  of  soil  disturbed  with  poor  or 

poor-to  fair  rehabilitation  potential 

312. e 

252* 

■ATER  OOALITY 

Number  of  perennial  stream  crossinas 

70 

Number  of  Intermittent  stream 

crossinqs* 

20S 

127 

Number  of  raaior  river  crossinas 

17 

Number  of  waterbody  crossings  with 

contaminated  sediments'* 

3 

LAND  08B 

Number  of  residential  Btructures 
located  within  50  feet  of 
construction  riaht-of-way 

124 

0 

Total  acres  of  land  temporarily 

disturbed 

13,757.5 

7,565 

Acres  of  cropland  temporarily 

disturbed 

4.212.6 

2,495 

Miles  of  federal  land  crosseri 

141.8 

206' 

•'S'Jregating  impacts  of  PGT 

; J facilities  on  Table  s-2/6-1 

of  Ke?n“HiJn“  ’ lepacta  of  altamont  facilities  with  those 
Of  Kern  River  expansion  facilities  on  Table  S-3/6-2  No 
oth^rELS*?  “’oan  hade  to  change  the  information  unlese 
otherwise  footnoted. 
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Table  I 
(continued) 


Resource  Area/ Impact 

PGT/PGSE 

Facilities 

Altamont  6 
Kern  River 
Expansion 
Facilities* 

Miles  of  state/local  land  crossed 

10. B 

60 

Number  of  land  use  policy/regulatory 
conflicts 

1' 

O' 

veOBTATION  AND  WILDLIFE 

Acres  of  wetland/riparian  habitat 
crossed 

47.2* 

265 

Acres  of  forest  temporarily  disturbed 

2631 

30.8 

Number  of  federally  listed  or 
proposed  threatened  or  endangered 
plant  species  potentially  affected 

B 

0 

Number  of  federally  listed  or 
proposed  threatened  or  endangered 
wildlife  species  potentially  affected 

14 

9 

Acres  of  big  game  habitat 
significantly  affected' 

150 

10- 

Acres  of  upland  game  bird  habitat 
significantly  affected 

94 . 5 

10" 

Acres  of  waterfowl  habitat 
significantly  affected 

67 

0 

riSRERZES 

Number  of  federally  listed  or 
proposed  threatened  or  endangered 
fish  species  potentially  affected 

7 

1 

Number  of  anadromous  fisheries 
crossed 

18 

0 

Number  of  important  spawning  streams 
crossed 

23 

8 

Number  of  important  recreational 
fisheries  crossed 

24 

15 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

NQ" 

NSI® 

AIR  QOALITY 

Number  of  new  compressor  stations 

1 

11 

Number  of  compressor  station 
additions 

4 

2 

1 
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Table  I 
(continued) 


Resource  Area/lnpact 

PGT/PGiE 

Facilities 

Altamont  & 
Kern  Ri^'er 
Expansion 
Facilities* 

Nunber  of  compressor  stations 
requiring  PSD  review 

7 

NOISE  QUALITY 

Number  of  compressor  stations 

exceeding  55  dBA 

0 

TRANSPORTATION 

NSI 

PUBLIC  6APETY 

NQ 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Number  of  )cnown  sites  within  APE 

220 

Miles  of  significant  paleontologic 

formations  crossed 

540 

241*' 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

Miles  of  high  or  moderate  visual 

impact 

242.33*' 

97.2 

1 
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Table  I 
(continued) 


Resource  Area/Impact 


PGT/PGiE 

Pacllities 


Altamont  t 
Kern  River 
Expansion 
Facilities* * 


f exp.nsloi.  f.clUtles  Include  construction  of  five 

Joiconp^aso?  at.tlona  and  Installation  o(  additional 
coapraaalon  at  tuo  other  stations.  Because  all  expansion 
facilities  would  be  located  at  discrete  sites,  some 
parameters  are  not  relevant  and  are  therefore  marked  NR  . 

‘ Hhile'^tho^tuo  fault  systems  that  the  Altamont  route  would 

- ^IqueftlMe^siSImen^s  the  preliminary  location 

of  Kern  River  Compressor  Station  No.  3 in  the  Utah  County, 

• Potentially  prime  farmland  in  Montana  (requires  irrigation 

to  be  designated  as  "prime").  t.~ 

* Poor  to  poor-to-falr  rehabilitation  potential  soils  may  be 

eScLntered  at  five  of  the  preliminary  Kern  River  compressor 
station  sites.  « 

• Includes  ephemeral  streams  and  canals,  only  major 

intermittent  streams  are  Included.  , ^ . ji  k- 

•'  Onlv  Includes  waterbodies  with  known  contaminated  sediments. 

‘ The  preliminary  location  of  Kern  River  Compressor  Station 
Nos.  6 and  9 is  on  land  administered  by  the  B^.  /ssu®” 
the  number  "1814. 9"  in  the  "Kern  River  Expansion  Facilities 
comments  should  read  "0". 

' As  indicated  elsewhere  in  the  DEIS  (e.g.  p.  6-37),  on 
November  28,  1990,  Altamont  filed  modifications  to  its 
proposed  route  which  removed  the  one  conflict  listed  on 
Tables  S-3  and  6-2.  The  PG6E  project  would  encounter  a land 
use  conflict  in  Contra  Costa  County. 

* Estimate  for  PGT/PG6E  does  not  Include  9.3  acres  of  riparian 
habitat  and  326  acres  of  vernal  pool  habitat.  Estimate  for 
Altamont  Includes  deflation  basins.  As  the  ^EIS  notes,  the 
estimates  are  overstated  for  Altamont  and  understated  for 
PGT/PG6E  for  other  reasons  as  well. 

‘ Does  not  Include  significant  beneficial  impacts,  or  any 
significant  Impact  on  migration  corridors. 

• Kern  River's  Compressor  Station  No.  2 in  Morgan  County, 

Utah,  may  impact  certain  bird  and  big  game  habitat.  Twenty 
acres  of  Impact  are  assumed. 

" NQ^Not  quantifiable. 

* NSI'No  significant  impact. 

p Potentially  significant  paleontological  resources  may  be 
encountered  at  the  preliminary  location  of  Kern  River 
Compressor  Stations  Nos.  3 and  6. 
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P«q>/P<ca/Lln> 

*>'2-1  s-16, 5,8-10 


f ,\docs\TCe9lA02.WPO 


Con 


Qu««tlon 


Th*  DCIS  *C«oloqy-telat«d  lapacta  posing  tha 

greatast  potantlal  haaacd  to  Altaaonfs  plpallna 
Inciuda  potantlally  actlva  faults,  araas  with  high 
llquafactlon  potantlal,  and  araas  of  landsllda 
potantlal.  Table  S-3  presents  this  sunaary  In  tabular 
for..-  This  stata.ant  can  be  read  to  .aan  that  the 
CoMlaslon  balievas  that  Alta.ont's  project  .ay  present 
significant  geological  lapacts.  However,  final  route 
allgnaent.  based  on  geotechnical  investigations,  will 
lead  to  less-than-signif leant  lapacts  associated  with 
faults,  liquefiable  substrates,  and  landslides  along 
Aliaaont's  route.  Indeed,  on  page  IA-7,  para.  J, 
line  6,  the  DEIS  concludes  that  because  strong  ground 
shaking  is  not  likely,  -the  probability  of 
liquefaction-related  daaage  to  the  pipeline  is 
therefore  considered  less  than  significant.*  As  a 
result,  the  language  on  pages  S-18  concerning  these 
geological  risks  should  be  appropriately  modified  with 
respect  to  Alta.ont,  and  Table  S-3  changed  to  indicate 
that  no  miles  of  liquefaction  or  landslide  potential 
will  be  Impacted  by  the  Altamont  pipeline. 


The  statement  In 
temporarily  dlstu 
shown  for  kern  Ri 
PCiB-s  facilities 


the  DEIS  about  *(a|cres  of  cropland 
jrbed,-  is  obviously  HOT  10H.9  as 
iver.  This  number  applies  instead  to 


bine  1 I 


1 spec 


lines  i and 
lines  5 and  6 is 
accordingly,  for 
(page  S-20)  indie 


>uld 


proposed  threatened 
Ir  habitat.  Line  3 
iffected  . 


The  I 


ihould  be  modified 
the  following  reasons.  Table  S-3 
ates  that  no  acres  of  big  game,  upland 
j v/i  waterfowl  habitat  would  be  affected  by 
facilities.  Purthermore.  Tables  4B-12  {page 
Id  4E-14  (page  4B-63J  also  show  these  lapacts 


AL2- 


AL2-: 


AL2-3 


AU-4 


AL-39 


(STAFF’S  RESPONSE  TO  APPENDIX  Al 


Wtd.agree.  U*  of  ihc  word -av.ral- may  be  conslnjol  w meu.  less  ihan  five  Based  on 
our  analysis  and  consultalions  widi  sod  eonservalion  auUiorities  and  land  managers  in  die  area 
we  cononoe  to  feel  dial  po.,i.„  of  Allamonl's  proposed  male  may  Uike  longer  m Le^e^' 


The  Comimssion  staff  believes  dial  geologic  faclots  pose  a potential  haeard  to  die  Altamont 
'Ll*'  ""I  appropriate  engineering  designs  as  needed 

^uld  redura  polenual  haiards  to  less-dian-signiricant  levels.  However,  alignmeni  has  nol  yet 
b«n  finalized  and  designs  nol  yel  eomplebid.  Further,  our  belief  lhal  g,ou„d™hlld“g“  uTd 

Zi  m “ ''I'''')'  «»l'"'enls  in  Fremont  and  Sweetwater  Counly  does  nm  mean 

that  these  sediments  are  nol  polenlially  liqueliabic.  ’ 


Comment  acccpiod.  See  changes  lo  Table  S-3  and  6-2. 


Comment  noted.  See  changes  to  the  Ezeeulive  Summary  and  Chapter  6,  as  well  as  detailed 
responses  lo  comments  raised  in  Appendis  B of  Ibis  commeni  lelicr 


AL-40 


Paq«/P»f /Hn» 


AL2-4 

(oonL) 


AL2-5 

AL2-6 

AL2-7 

AL2-8 


i!  All 

TAbl«  S'3:  S 


S*26i 

1$ 


Plq.  1-2 


AL2-9 

AL2-10  *•**=  ’ 

AL2-lt  2-44,)!4 

AL2-12  J-««-  3;  7 

AL2-I3 

AL2-14  2-44. Si2 


AL2-5  See  response  lo  Comment  AL2-42  below. 


The  nuflb«r  *1'  under  the  ‘Proposed  Route*  should  be 
chsnqed  to  *0*  to  reflect  the  alnoc  route  reellqnnent 
•4de  by  Altenont  on  Novenber  28,  1990. 


Insert  the  word  "coapetlnq*  between  the  words  ‘two*  end 
'proposels* . 

Coaptessor  Stetlon  16  <Farson)  Is  shown  to  be  located 
In  Sublette  County,  when  It  Is  actually  located  In 
Sweetwater  County  )ust  south  and  west  of  the 
Sublette/Sweetwater  County  line.  In  addition,  WyCal 
Pipeline  should  be  deleted  and  Kern  River  Pipeline 
should  teaaln,  with  'proposed*  reaoved. 

Add  sentence  following  *1989*.  Public  meetings  were 
also  held  Jointly  by  the  BLM  and  State  of  Wyoalng  In 
Norland,  Cheyenne  and  Keamerer  on  October  19  and  20, 
1989. 

By  letter  dated  December  3,  1990,  HyCal  requested  that 
BLH  suspend  all  activities  on  its  application  and  has 
indicated  in  various  forums  that  it  will  not  proceed 
with  its  proposed  pipeline.  Thus,  the  EIS  should  be 
modified  to  indicate  that  WyCal  is  not  a viable 
alternative  to  the  other  proposed  projects. 

*44,313  HP*  should  read  *47,800  HP,*  as  per  Altasiont’s 
certificate  application  and  Table  2-9  (p.  2-4S). 

The  DEIS  describes  *a  microwave  communication  system* 
as  a required  facility.  However,  Altamont  has  not  yet 
determined  whether  the  communication  system  will  be  a 
microwave  system  or  a satellite  system.  The  BIS  should 
be  modified  to  recognise  this  option. 

It  is  stated  that  Altamont  plans  to  maintain  a central 
field  office  in  Billings,  Hontana.  However,  Altamont 
has  not  finally  selected  the  locations  of  field  offices 
and  nay  not  need  a central  field  office.  This 
information  should  be  reflected  in  the  EIS. 


The  phrase  * . . . Internat  lonal  border  town  of  Wild  Horse, 


Commeni  accepted.  See  change  to  Tables  S-3.  S-4.  6-2,  and  6-3,  as  well  as  other  locations 
where  the  DEIS  discussed  the  original  route  crossing  of  the  NHL. 


AL2-7  The  staffs  position  is  that  the  two  projects  are  not  compctiiive.  See  resoonse  lo 

Comment  ALI-21. 

AL2-8  Commeni  partially  accepled.  WyCal  still  holds  two  optional  certificates. 


AL2-9  Comment  accepted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  1. 


AL2-10 


Commeni  partially  accepted.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-8  above  and  changes  to  Chapter  2. 


AL2- 1 1 Comment  accepted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  2. 

AL2-12  Comment  accepled.  See  change  lo  Chapter  2. 

AL.2-13  Comment  accepted.  See  changes  to  Chapters  2 and  4G. 


AL2-14  Commeni  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 
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h/h  OocuBtnt* 


:oln"  County  \ 
i«ln9  1«  near 


t pcoposcd  AU«mont  route  does  not  cross 
IW  oil  and  Gas  field.  The  intended  tefe 
the  Huskrat  Creek  or  Alkali  Butte  OUeii 


HP  929,  a 
National  I 


:es  that  ‘Itlhe  Continental  Divide  would  be 
; a Bile  southeast  o(  South  Pass  neat 
>uld  a snail  portion  of  the  Sooth  Pass 
oric  Landnark  (NHL)  near  HP  631.* 

properly  notes,  this  croaslng 


elli 


I in 


AL2-H  Commenl  accepM.  Sec  change  lo  Chapter  2. 

AL2-I6  Commenl  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 

AL2-17  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 

AL2.18  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


See  couent  on  2-14,  para.  3.  lln 
to  additional  riqht-of-way  is  pre 
satellite  connunicat Ion  systen  la 
right-of-way  would  be  needed.  Th 
revised  accordingly. 

The  text  describes  a control  centi 
Billings  along  with  possible  dlst. 
at  Lewlstown,  Billings  and  Rivertt 
f^'u  tinally  h^atr  wwa. 

the  control  center  aay  be  located  in  Tenncco  Gas’ 
•aster  control  center  outside  of  Houston.  The  tei 
should  be  revised  accordingly. 


e proposed  at 

let  office  locations 

>.  As  previously 


tcld 


)uld  I 


co«presaor  and  aeterlng 
soae  Instances  use  of  herbicides 
■ethod  of  weed  control.  The  CIS 
How  the  use  of  herbicides  within 
iccotdance  with  appropriate  legal 


AL2  19  Commeni 


accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


AU-20  Commchl  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


AL2-21  Comment 


accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


Commeni  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  2. 


Tabla  2-13  (p.*2-63rinrTabu''i!!-i',p^' 
upon  aorc  recant  Infoiaatlon  concerning 


AL2-23  Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  C 


Hareh  4.  1991 


AL-41 


AL-42 


PaQ«/P>f>/tln«  Comw«nt  or  guest.lon 


AU-23 

(cent) 


Sp«c i ( tea  1 1 y . the  horaepowar  (hpl  tor  the  atatlons 
shown  on  Table  2*11  tn  Clark  County  (Nevada)  at 
Hilepost  9 Should  be  revised  to  20,000  and  In  San 
Bernardino  County  (Calitornla)  at  Hilepost  28  should  be 
revised  to  10,000.  Also  on  Table  4H-1  (p.  «H-))  the 
’Proposed  hp  coluan  at  Kern  Blvet  Compressor  stations 
No.  6 and  No.  9 should  be  revised  to  20,000  and  10,000. 
respectively.  The  'No  Emissions*  column  should  be 
revised  accordln9ly  to  294  and  127  tons/year  for 
stations  No.  6 and  8,  respectively. 

Moreover.  Retn  Bluer  may  substitute  an  electric  drive 
eooptessor  unit  at  the  San  Bernardino  County 
(California  mp.  29)  station.  Instead  of  a qas  turbine 
driven  unit,  due  to  the  close  proxlailty  of  an  electric 

Specific  site-rated  horsepower  information  for  all  of 
the  Kern  Blvet  system  compressor  additions  will  be 
supplied  by  Kern  River  at  such  tine  as  Kern  River  tiles 
an  application  to  construct  Its  Incremental  facilities. 

The  phrase  *...the  Cedar  Ridge  Psult....*  should  be 

replaced  with:  * the  Cedar  RIdge/Dry  Pork  fault  AL2-24 

system....*.  The  same  replacement  should  be  made  in 
line  6. 

The  phrase  ‘...the  Cedar  Ridge  Fault...*  should  be 

replaced  with  "...the  Cedar  Bldge/Dry  Fork  fault  Al./-^3 

line  6. 

The  DEIS  states  that  *(a]  total  of  93  streams. 

Including  35  perennial  rivers  and  streams.  40  AL2-26 

Intermittent  streams,  and  18  ephemeral  streams,  would 

be  crossed  In  Montana.*  However,  these  designations 

were  based  on  named  drainages  as  shown  on  USGS 

topographic  naps.  The  actual  number  of  perennial  and 

Intermittent  drainages  crossed  by  the  Altamont  pipeline 

will  be  considerably  smaller,  while  the  number  of 

ephemeral  drainages  will  be  somewhat  greater.  This  is 

because  USCS  napping  criteria,  particularly  on  older 

naps,  do  not  accurately  depict  whether  a stream  Is 

perennial  or  ephemeral.  Many  of  the  drainages  that 

were  mapped  by  USGS  as  intermittent  are,  in  fact, 

ephemeral.  Similarly,  some  streams  that  were  mapped  as 

perennial  may  actually  be  Intermittent  or  ephemeral. 

Pinal  route  design,  prepared  in  the  year  prior  to 
construction,  will  appropriately  address  each  drainage 


e:\doca\TCE91A02.HPD 


March  4, 
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Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3A. 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3A. 


Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3C.  You  are  correct  that  named  drainages  shown  on 
USGS  topographic  maps  were  used  to  compile  baseline  data.  While  we  do  not  necessarily 
disagree  with  your  assessment  that  the  number  of  intermittent  and  perennial  streams  may  be 
smaller  and  the  number  of  ephemeral  drainages  greater  than  that  represented  in  the  DEIS,  we 
have  not  changed  these  numbers  for  the  FEIS.  As  a practical  matter,  implementation  of  our 
Stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation  Procedures  would  reduce  impact  associated 
with  stream  crossings  to  less  than  significant  levels. 


AL226 

(cwL) 


AL2-27  ]C-10iPlqut«  3C-J 
AL2-28  JC-Ui  3t  J 


See  comment  on  p.  1-4,  flqure  1-2. 

The  OBIS  states  that  *[a]ecocdlnq  to  the  Montana 
Department  ot  Hiqhways  (HDH).  at  least  IS  feat  of  scour 
Is  possible.*  This  estimate  is  not  applicable  for  the 
followlnq  reasons.  First,  this  statement  is  based  upon 
scour  depth  calculated  at  the  Winifred  bridqe,  at  least 
10  miles  downstream  from  the  proposed  Altamont 
croasinq.  This  an  unreasonably  qreat  distance  to  use 
as  a basis  for  cat rapolat Inq  for  scour  depth  at  the 
location  of  Altaaiont's  crossinq.  The  maalmum  depth  of 
scour  and  appropriate  depth  of  cower  will  be  determined 
for  the  actual  crossinq  from  field  case  samples  which 
will  be  taken  durinq  the  1991  season.  This  Information 
will  be  qenerated  for  appropriate  permit  applications 
and  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Commission  staff  at  that 


AL2-27 

AL2-28 


Second,  this  estimate  relates  to  'local  scour*  which  is 
caused  by  a local  obstruction,  such  as  brldqe  piers, 
abutments  and  other  objects  that  perpetually  obstruct 
the  flow  In  different  ways.  However,  an  Installed  qas 
pipeline  docs  not  pose  a risk  of  -local*  scout.  After 
construction,  excavated  bed  materials  will  be  placed  in 
the  trench  and  the  bed  returned  to  Its  approximate 
oriqlnal  configuration.  No  plies  of  excavated 
materials  which  may  direct  flows  durinq  extreme  runoff 
events  will  be  left  In  the  channel  or  on  the  oveibank 
areas,  in  contrast,  the  only  risk  of  scour  posed  by 

Ceneral  scour  is  provided  by  the  Imbalance  In  sediment 
transport  and  may  include  construction  at  a brldqe 
opening  or  encroachment  by  valley  walls,  general 
aggravation  and  degradation  of  the  streambed  and  scour 
Induced  by  the  curvature  effect.  General  scour  In  a 
particular  stream  varies  with  location  and  Is  dependent 
upon  channel  shape,  nature  of  the  banka  and  ovetbank 
areas  and  channel  slope,  as  well  as  bed  material  sire 
and  armoring.  (Leopold,  Wolman  a Miller.  'Fluvial 
Processes  In  Ceoaorphology*  (1964>). 
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AL-43 


See  response  to  Comment  AL2-8  above. 


recommended  that  the  prooosed  crostine  nt  fh  L of  EIS.  We  have 

dir„,ionaJ  Ortlllng  U “7  "" 

of  Moouoa-.  noodplaio  dovelop.en,  p„„i, 


AL-44 


P«a>/P*ci/Lll» 

AL2-2S 

(conL) 


AL2-29 


3C-I3i 


All 


Altaaont  dlsaqrees  with  tht  as; 
(ha  Vallowatona  Alvar  channal  i 
la  hl9hly  unatable  and  eroslva. 

propoaad  creating,  inatablllt] 


rtlon  lr»  the  DEIS  that 
the  propoaad  croaalnq 
The  Laurel  crosalng  ot 
3 In  the  DEIS  la 
aaa  t ro»  Altanont ' a 

area  at  which  Altanont 
la  alBllarly 


AL2-29  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4C.  This  information  was  included  at  the  specific 
request  of  the  State  of  Montana.  Its  validity  would  be  determined  during  Monuna's  permiiLng 
process. 


In  Ita  prellnlnary  Invest Iqat Ion  of  the  yellowstone, 
Altanont  found  no  evidence  of  al9nlflcant  channel 
Instability  at  the  crossln9.  other  than  alnot  shifting 
of  gravel  bars  within  the  channeli  and  very  slow 
lateral  banh  erosion  Into  Cretaceous  shale  cllffe  along 
the  south  benk.  Low,  stabilized  sand  dunes  several 
yards  north  of  the  north  bank  suggest  that  the  channel 
has  not  algrated  to  that  point  during  the  Holocene 
(sseualng  the  dunes  are  Late  Pleistocene  In  age). 

Shale  bedrock  Is  probably  very  shallow,  10  to  30  feet 
below  the  channel  bed.  No  evidence  has  been  found  to 
Indicate  that  the  trenching  acrosa  the  cobble/gravel 
bed  of  the  river  and  any  ahallow  shale  bedrock  below 
would  lead  to  channel  Insteblllty.  Moreover,  any  such 
conatruct lon-lnduced  Instability  would  be  site- 
specific,  end  not  necessarily  related  to  reported 
Instability  at  the  Laurel  pipeline  crossing. 

In  addition,  the  bed  and  bank  naterials  are  not  highly 
erosive,  and  there  would  not  be  a aa)or  Influx  of 
sedlaent  into  the  river  during  construction.  While  the 
HDH  considers  the  full  13  feet  of  alluvlua  at  the 
Laurel  end  Coluebus  bridges  to  be  within  the  'scour 
zone,*  this  value  of  scout  refers  to  local  scour  as  is 
caused  by  a local  obstruction.  As  we  explained  above 
(Chapter  3C,  page  11,  para.  3,  line  3).  general  scour 
Is  dependent  upon  site  specific  channel  characteristics 
and  aay  be  considerably  less  than  local  scour.  In 
fact,  field  studies  done  by  Dan  Nebel,  Engineering 
Geologist,  HKH  Associates  (Billings.  Montana), 
dcBonetrate  that  the  bed  of  the  Yellowstone  River  Is 
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AL2-30 

AL2-31 

AL2.32 


3C-I3t  is  I 
30*13)6i3 
3D-Uj  3,  3 


AL2-33 

AL2-34 

AL2-35 


3E-33iTable 

3e-36:3r2 

3F-6;S,1 


3B-6 


AL2-36|  3P-0iTabia  3P-< 
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range  of  four 


Inchea 


argci 


Therefore,  the  naxlaua  depth  of  scour  at  the  proposed 
crossing  probably  will  be  less  than  13  feet. 
Nevertheless,  the  hydraulic  and  geoeorphlc 

cs  of  the  actual  crossing  site  will  be 
ind  the  potential  for  scour  analyzed, 
raltting  phase  and  subeltted  to  the 
that  tlae.  In  addition,  the  depth  of 
rial  will  be  estlnated  based  upon 
rby  well  logs  and  visual  observation  of 
bedrock  In  the  channel,  banka  and  overbank  areas. 
Depending  upon  the  results  of  these  evaluations,  the 
actual  crossing  construction  aethod  and  potential 
iapacts  will  be  deterained.  Potential  alternative 
crossing  aethods  will  also  be  evaluated.  Thus,  this 
paragraph  of  the  DEIS  should  be  revised  to  ellalnate 
ton  that  the  Vellowstone  Bivet  Channel  is 
erosive  at  the  crossing  point  and  to 
t scour  depth  risks  will  be  deteralned  and 
the  peralttlng  stage,  as  described  above. 


character 
deterninei 
during  thi 

alluvial  I 
available 


unstable 

indicate 

resolved 


n 3C-9,  para  : 
n page  2-< 


line  1. 


, parr 


See  coaaeni 
See  coaaeni 


The  DEIS  states  that  '{nlorth  of  Parson,  the  route 
would  cross  the  Oregon-Horaon  Trail  neat  HP  560  5 ' 
avoid  any  lapltcatlon  that  this  crossing  would  aff. 
visual  resources,  Altaaont  suggests  adding:  'At  tl 
crossing,  the  historic  trail  has  been  obscured  by  i 
privately-owned  hay  field,  so  the  Trail  is  no  longi 
dlatlnguishable. * 

The  correct  source  of  this  table  is:  County  Meed 
Boards,  Montana  and  County/Heed  and  Peat  Control 
Districts,  Hyoaing. 


’ailable 


lit  about  availability  of  aerl 
».  Aerial  photos  (1:12,000) 

> PCBC  staff  for  all  route  va 


I photos  : 


The  DEIS  identifies  siz  crossings  of  Ross  Pori 
As  is  indicated  in  a footnote  In  subsequent  t« 
sections  (e.g.  p.  6-38,  854),  Altaaont  filed  i 
reallgnaents  on  Noveabet  28,  1990,  reducing  tl 
of  crossings  to  two. 


AL2-30 

AU-31 

AL2-32 


See  response  to  Comment  AL.2-26  above. 
Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3D. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3D. 


AL2-33 


AL2-34 

AL2-35 


Comment  accepied.  See  change  to  Chapter  3E. 


Comment  accepied.  See  change  to  Chapter  3E. 
Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3E. 


AL2-36 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3E. 


AL-45 


AL-46 


AL2-36| 

(oonL)  I 

AL2-37|  3r-l0f9jl 


AL2-38|  3G-7tTabl« 


AL2-39|  }H-4a)3 


AL2-40 


3H-S|1)2 
31-4;  3» 
3I-Sil;2 
31-3;  3(2 


3G-5 


b*  *Hvbopsl»  Qtl id*. • 

It  should  be  noted  thst  the  Beaver  Creek  route 
ceaU9naent  tiled  by  Altaaont  on  Noveaber  28,  1990 
avoids  a Staabauqh  Creek  crossinq. 

The  Number  of  campsites  (3S|  tor  the  Hartlnsdale,  HT, 
has  not  been  included  In  the  county  total. 

‘Stillwater*  should  read  'Sweetwater*. 

See  coBoent  on  paqe  2-63,  Table  2-13. 


AL2-37 


AL2-38 

AL2-39 

AL2-40 


AL2-42  3t-5;  3;  S-6 


3L-0:Table  3L-2 


3K-12j  Table  3H-2 


The  BIS  should  be  aodifled  to  state  that  aaxiaua  AL2'41 

distance  allowed  between  sect ional 1 z inq  block  valves 
tor  Class  1 locations  is  20  ailes. 

The  DEIS  states  that  “locations  where  the  (PCT/PG4E1  ,,  . 

pipeline  would  be  adjacent  to  etlstinq  riqhts-of-way  AL2-42 

were  not  characterized  as  visually  sensitive  because 

the  visual  lapact  on  these  sites  is  prlasrlly 

Increaental.*  Given  this  assertion,  Table  3L-3  should 

bo  modified  because  the  eilstlng  table  tails  to 

consistently  present  Altaaont's  potential  visual 

lapacts.  Portions  of  Altaaont's  proposed  route  between 

HP  532-35  In  the  South  Pass  area  follow  an  existlnq 

telephone  cable  rlqht-of-way  and,  hence,  visual  Impacts 

in  the  area  should  also  be  considered  increaental. 

Siallarly,  the  proposed  route  relocation  to  the  north 
aide  of  SR  26  in  the  South  Pass  area  is  adjacent  to  the 
highway  right-of-way  and  visual  lapacts  there  should 
also  be  considered  Increaental.  These  aodif Ications 
should  be  noted  in  Table  3L-2. 

Mileposts  264.6,  266.9  and  561. S coincide  with  private 

lands  which  should  not  be  Included  In  this  table,  AL2-43 

according  to  the  statement  on  page  3L-S,  para.  3,  line 


The  Table  should  be  reformatted  to  distinguish  between 
prehistoric  and  historic  cultural  resources  in  order  to 
coincide  with  the  corresponding  narrative  textual 
descriptions. 


The  OEIS  states  that  *ia|any  of  the  toads  and  trails 
built  during  this  time,  as  well  as  the  alning 
coaaunities  of  South  Pass  City,  Atlantic  City,  Miners 
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We  disagree,  Sumbaugh  Creek  would  now  be  crossed  near  MP  sns  i u„. 
November  1990  realignment  would  avoid  Tweed  Creek.  owever,  ihe 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Table  3G-5. 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3H. 

See  response  to  Comment  AL2-23  above.  Sec  also  changes  to  Chapter  3!. 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3K. 


<“>«  "“1 1“'  “PKtol  impjcu  ,ha, 


Commenl  accepted.  See  change!  to  Tables  3L.2  and  4L.3,  and  Chapter  4L. 


Comment  accepted.  Sec  change  to  Table  3M-2. 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  3M. 
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(conL) 
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AL2-48  «'  5;  All 
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Dtlight  and  Port  Staobaugh  (all  listed  In  the  NPHP) 


project  a 
the  pipel 
■•any  of 
However, 
for  inelu 


n the  project  area.*  The  tera  ‘within  the 
rea‘  le  vague  and  creates  an  lepresslon  that 
Ine  route  will  lapact  these  coBmunltles,  and 
the  roads  and  trails  built  during  this  tlae*. 
•any  of  these  sites  aay  already  be  ineligible 
Sion  on  the  NBHP,  due  to  prior  disturbances 
ultlng  loss  of  integrity  as  an  historic 
All  discussions  of  resources  in  the  EIS 
be  situated  outside  the  APE  and  study  corrldoi 
revised  to  clarify  that  they  are  beyond  the 
to  aake  It  explicit  that  no  lapact  to  these 
Is  expected. 


The  stateaent  -|n|o  tribal  lands  would  be  crossed  • 
should  be  reworded  to  ‘injo  reservation  land  would  be 
crossed...,-  in  recognition  that  the  route  crosses  the 
aboriginal  territories  of  aany  tribal  groups. 

See  coaaent  on  p.  JM-IJ,  para.  6,  line  2,3. 

Altaaont  suggests  that  a new  paragraph  be  Insetted 
after  existing  paragraph  4 as  follows:  -Altanont  plans 
to  identify  aineral  resource  owners  with  Interests  in 
lands  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  route,  negotiate 
acceptable  terss  and  conditions  for  crossing  these 
claiss.  Make  Minor  routing  adjustaents  as  required,  or 
acquire  the  necessary  right-of-way.-  This  will  aake  It 
clear  that  Altaaont  will  resolve  any  of  the  DEIS* 
suggested  conflicts  with  potential  future  nlneral 
developaent  activities  In  the  vicinity  of  its  pipeline. 

The  DEIS^would  require  Altaaont  to  use  a paraplow  or 
s ailar  ‘winged*  deep  plow  to  loosen  coapacted  soil. 
Because  the  ground  over  portions  of  the  Altaaont  route 
Is  too  rocky  to  use  such  a plow,  Altaaont  aay  need  to 
use  a ripper  attachaent  on  a bulldozer  or  grader  to 
alleviate  coapactlon,  because  this  Instruaent  Is  aore 
effective  in  such  soils.  Therefore,  the  EIS  should  be 
rocky*ateas*^*^**'*  '***  ****  attachaents  in 


Concerning  topsoil  stripping,  the  DEIS  states  that 
‘Altaaont  ...would  salvage  between  4 and  12  inches  of 
topsoil  or  available  surficlal  aaterlal  along  the 
entire  length  of  its  proposed  route.’  Altaaont 
reconaends  adding:  ‘In  the  seal-arid  and  arid  soils  of 
the  Altanont  route,  salvaging  aore  than  12  Inches  would 
reduce  the  aaount  of  organic  natter  available  for 
vegetation  reestabllshaent.*  This  will  aake  It  clear 


AU-46 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  3M. 


AU-47 


See  response  to  previous  commenl. 


AU-48 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4A. 


AL2-49 


Commenl  noted.  DEIS  Recommendation  4 allows  for  project 
exemptions  from  our  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Main 
Welland  Construction  and  Mitigation  Procedures. 


AU-50 


Titanic  you  for  your  comment.  We  do  not  normally  require 
stripping.  ' ^ 


Its  to  request  site-specific 
Plan  and  our  Stream  and 


than  12  inches  of  topsoil 


AL-47 


AL-48 


Paqe/Pata/Linc 


CowBanl 


Qug»Hon 


AL2-50| 
(amt)  I 


why  Altamont  does  not  plan  to  salva9e  to  qceater 


AL2-S1  aa-Sf  4?  All 


AL2-52  5i  All 


AL2-54 


48-6: 


The  DEIS  reference  to  the  75  foot  rl9ht-of-way  width 

for  the  'ditch,  plus  spollside  aethod*  is  wron9.  As  AL2-SI 

Indicated  at  pa9e  2-52  (section  2.4.4),  Altanont's 

Standard  ri9ht-of-way  will  be  100  feet.  The  BIS  should 

be  corrected  accordln9ly. 

Altaeont  believes  that,  dependlnq  on  site-specific 

conditions,  se9te9atin9  topsoil  troo  the  entire  AL2-S2 

construction  ti9ht-of-way  in  rangeland  areas,  as 

specified  in  the  DEIS,  skay  result  in  increased  wind 

erosion  durin9  segregation  efforts,  obliteration  of 

surface  vegetation,  destruction  of  the  laportant  toot 

nat  of  eiistlng  vegetation,  an  Increased  potential  for 

water  erosion,  and  reduced  soli  aolsture  (i.e.,  a 

'drying*  of  the  soil).  Wlshart,  0 and  Hayes,  J., 

‘Effectiveness  of  Soil  Conservation  Procedures  Eoployed 
on  Recent  Major  Pipeline  Construction  in  Western 
Cenada*  (Septenber  22,  1998).  Therefore,  the  BIS 
should  be  revised  to  allow  Altasont  to  perfotis  less 
than  full  right-of-way  stripping  if  warranted  by  site- 
specific  conditions. 

The  DEIS  indicates  that  the  Conalsslon  changed  seed 
■Ixes/soil  anendacnts  fro*  those  proposed  by  the  AL2-S3 

applicants,  based  on  recousendat ions  of  regional  SCS 
offices,  to  those  specified  in  Appendices  B-2  and  B-3. 

Altanont  disagrees  with  a nusiber  of  these 
teconaendatlons.  for  the  detailed  reasons  set  forth 
below  in  our  connents  on  those  Appendices.  In  short, 
nany  of  the  species  reconoended  for  the  Altanont  route 
are  not  appropriate,  given  the  cllaate  and  soils  along 
the  pipeline.  Second,  sose  of  the  species  deleted  froa 
Altanont 's  proposed  seed  alx  are  Indeed  appropriate  and 
consistent  with  the  envlronacnt  along  the  proposed 
route.  Altanont  would  welcome  an  opportunity  to  meet 
with  the  COBusisslon  to  further  discuss  these  Issues,  so 
that  fully  appropriate  seed  ai x/amendaent  criteria  can 
be  agreed  upon  and  specified  In  the  BIS. 

The  OBIS  states  that  *(i|n  terns  of  plant  AL2-S4 

establ Ishnent , spring  seeding  Is  risky  in  Hill, 

Choteau,  Fergus  and  Judith  Basin  Counties  In  Montana 
because  of  the  unseasonal  winds  (Chinooks)  causing 
dramatic  temperature  changes.  We  therefore  recoamend 
fall  seeding  only  in  Hill,  Choteau,  Fergus  and  Judith 
Basin  Counties.*  Altanont  believes  that,  if  properly 
conditioned  to  ensure  proper  planning,  Altanont  should 
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Comment  noted.  See  changes  to  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-1. 


Comment  noted.  See  change  in  Chapter  4B  and  Appendix  B-1.  However,  the  BLM  intends 
to  require  full  nght-of-way  topsoil  stripping  on  rangelands  which  it  administers. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Alteration  of  the  seeding  requirements  were  also  based  on 
discussions  with  the  BLM  and  the  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation 
A number  of  the  concerns  raised  by  this  comment  are  reflected  in  the  revisions  to 
Appendix  B-3. 


Comment  noted.  The  lime  of  seeding  is  based  on  BLM  soil  scientist  recommendations.  If 
climalic  conditions  after  construction  are  favorable  for  seeding,  deviations  may  be  granted  as 
allowed  by  DEIS  Recommendation  4. 


AL2-54  ^ ' 

(conL) 


AL2-5S 


AL2-56 


«C-J}  2:  i 
4C-5j  Table 


4C-1 


flexibility  to  seed  in  any  appropriate 
on.  The  COfflolssion's  basis  for  prohlbltln9  spring 
seeding  that  Chinooks  aay  cause  substantial 
leaperature  change  — does  not  support  such  a broad 
restriction.  Altaaont  should  be  allowed  to  conduct 
spring  seeding  at  any  tlae  after  Chinook  season  (which 
usually  extends  froa  Deceaber  through  ald-Aprll). 
Altaaont  prefers  to  retain  the  flexibility  to  plant 
seed  in  any  appropriate  season  depending  on  then- 
existing  conditions,  and  the  EIS  should  be  changed  to 
allow  Altaaont  to  aake  this  necessary  site  and  tlae- 
speelflc  deteralnatlon  of  when  to  seed. 

eaedlng  rates  In  Altaaonfs  proposed  alxes.  Altaaont 
disagrees  with  aoae  of  these  adlustaents.  Please  refer 
to  our  specific  coaaents  on  Appendix  B below.  Altaaont 
would  also  welcoae  an  opportunity  to  aeet  with  ths 
Coulseion  staff  to  discuss  the  appropriate  seeding 
rates.  The  BIS  should  be  revised  accordingly. 

The  DEIS  provides  a list  of  streaa  crossings  along  the 
Altaaont  Project  route  that  could  be  sensitive  to 
streaabank  erosion  and  channel  scout  at  Table  4C-1. 

aaont  subalts  that  two  elver  crossings  should  not  be 
Included  In  this  Table. 

Altaaonfs  reconnaissance  overflights  and  its 
exaalnatlon  of  aerial  photos  of  the  Milk  Bluer  show  no 
ev  ence  that  construction  of  the  pipeline  would  lead 
to  any  significantly  Increased  channel  or  bed 
Instability,  or  to  aaterlally  increased  bed-aaterlal  or 
suspended  sediaent  load.  The  proposed  crossing  Is 
eight  alias  upstreaa  of  Fresno  Reservoir,  which  la 
silting  In  rapidly  and  has  lost  such  of  Us  water- 
storage  capacity.  A large,  lew  delta  has  foraed.  and 
Channel  bed  aggravation  related  to  the  delta  deposition 
extends  at  least  three  alias  up  the  channel,  and 
perhaps  as  far  as  the  proposed  crossing. 

Upstreaa  of  the  Altaaont  crossing,  along  the  Hllk  River 
axtenslve  areas  of  eroding  Cretaceous 
* * * beds,  as  well  as  silty  glacial  lake  deposits  of 
Pleistocene  age.  The  river  water  la  turbid  even  during 
some  low-flow  periods.  Any  channel  Instability  at  or 
neat  the  proposed  crossing  is  clearly  related  to  the 
high  natural  sediaent  load  of  the  river,  to  possible 
bed  aggravation  caused  by  the  reservoir,  and  to  natural 
migration  of  the  channel  on  the  narrow  floodplain.  At 
the  Altaaont  crossing,  the  Hilk  River  channel  is  nearly 
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r’™  c'  '"“i  “"""cni.  S«  r«por«  to  Cotomoiu  AU-19  to,d  -53 
response  lo  State  of  Montana  CommenI  73. 


well 


onrDFir"'’'  and  infomalion  pravided  ,in«  i^ntoc. 

Of  the  DEIS,  we  agree  that  the  Milk  River  should  not  be  listed  in  Tahi/ ar  i 

Chap,m4C,„d6,  S«al»to,p„„totoComn,jAm-5? 
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Tabl«  4C-1 
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attalght  and  i»  relatively  stable  laterally,  in 
comparison  to  acsndered  teaches  several  alles  above  and 
below  (he  crossing.  In  short,  the  Hith  River  occurs  in 
a deposltlonal,  rather  than  an  eroslonal,  envlronnent. 

Stailarly.  Altanont's  geotechnical  and  geosiorphlc 
studies  o(  tha  Vellowstone  River  crossing  found  no 
evidence  of  significant  channel  Instability  at  the 
crossing,  other  than  alnor  shifting  of  gravel  bars 
within  the  channel,  and  very  slow  lateral  bank  erosion 
Into  Cretaceous  shale  cliffs  along  the  south  bank. 

Low.  stabilized  sand  dunes  a few  tens  of  yards  north  of 
the  north  bank  suggest  that  the  channel  has  not 
■Igrated  to  that  point  during  the  Holocene  (assunlng 
that  the  dunes  are  late  Pleistocene  In  age).  Koreover, 
baaed  on  these  geotechnical  and  geonorphlc  studies,  it 
appears  that  shale  bedrock  la  probably  very  shallow,  10 
to  20  feet  below  the  channel  bed. 

Both  these  river  crossings,  therefore,  should  be 
elialnated  froe  Table  4C-1. 

Aa  discussed  previously  Ip.  3C-11.  para.  3 and  line  3: 

3C-12,  para.  1,  all),  Altanont  proposes  to  conduct 
site-specific  scour  depth  studies  to  deterslne 
appropriate  depths  of  cover  at  the  Missouri  and 
Yellowstone  Rivers.  Because  these  studies  will  supply 
site-specific  Inforaatlon.  these  should  be  used  to 
deteraine  appropriate  depths  tor  pipeline  burial. 

These  studies  will  be  coapleted  by  Altanont  as  soon  as 
tesulta  of  geotechnical  boring  prograas  becone 
available. 

The  DEIS  states  that  Altanont  should  sufanit  a Spill 
Prevention  Contalnnent  and  Control  Plan  ISPCCP)  for 
Inclusion  In  the  Pinal  EIS.  However.  Altanont  notes  on 
p.  6-30  (17)  that  no  tine  period  Is  specified  for 
subnlsslon  of  the  plan.  Presumably  the  SPCCP  is  only 
required  prior  to  const ruct Ion  and  not  prior  to  the 
BIS.  The  Clean  Hater  Act  regulations  for  SPCCPs  only 
require  plans  to  be  made  before  facility  operation.  40 
CFR  S 112.3.  Therefore,  as  discussed  with  and  agreed 
to  by  the  Coaalssion  staff,  Altanont  intends  to  file  a 
suitable  SPCCP  prior  to  construction  rather  than  prior 
to  completion  of  the  EXS.  The  final  EIS  should  be 
modified  accordingly. 

The  Beaver  Creek  discharge  location  should  read 
•508.0.*  not  "tOl.C.* 


AL2-57 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


AL2-5S  Comme.,  ,ccep,«l.  s«  charge  ,o  Chap,e,  4C  and  DEIS  Recomn,enda,ion  7. 


AL2-59 


Comment  accepted,  See  change  to  Chapter  4C. 


gaq>/Parj/Llr 
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AL2-62 

AL2-63 


«C-15j  3,  Ail 
<C-15,  «,  All 


AL2-64  4C-16S1; 

AL2-65  «C-I6j  2; 
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requli 


a groundwater  nonltorlng  plan  for  inclusion  In  the 
tinal  CIS.  However,  Altaaont  notes  th  t 
.h. 

construction.  Thstsfoce,  „ discussed  with  the 
Cos.lsslon  Sled,  hUesoet  Intends  to  tile  , sultsble 
dtoundwete,  sonltorln,  p,.„  p„o,  to  con.ttucui;! 

ds  ‘touircula/".”;';'";;.'"  '■"** 

Altaaont  should  be  allowed  to  use  other  altcrnatl 
croesln,  procedures  in  eddltlon  to  -flu.ln.,-  ,s  «s 
epeclll.d  In  the  Ddis.  -p..  .„d  pp.p.,  j.. 
puap  , and  •diversions"  are  each  acceptable 
alternatives  to  flualng.  Every  alnor  streaa  croaslnn 
considers 

lend  Itsell  to  tlunlnp,  end  Clunlnq  ney  not  be 
•pptoprl.te  on  str.s.s  lo.  qr.dlents  oe  steep 
epptoscb  slopes,  ib,  Els  sbould  be  revised  to  sllou 
tor  these  alternatives  to  be  used. 

See  coaoent  on  page  4C-3,  para.  2,  line  4. 

AS  ststed  pr.vlousl,  in  Alle.onfs  connent  on  p.  tC-J, 
para.  2,  line  8 and  elsewhere,  Altaaont  believes  that  a 
butl.l  depth  01  JO  teet  st  the  Els.outl  Plve,  c.ossln, 
“-ti-  itoth  .m  .educe 
1.  predicted  here,  possibly  negating 
burial  rectlonal  drilling.  The  actual  depth  of 

burial  should  be  deternlned  by  Altaaonfs  studies  to  be 
reCued*^  BIS  should  be 

j ° 5£S  Ails  coament  on  page  4L-7, 

See  coaaent  on  page  3F-6,  para.  6,  line  1. 

^ coaaent  on  4C-3,  para.  2.  line  4.  In  addition 
lh!!?oi*!i‘?"  ?*.*''*  • blAAted  trench  below 

Shallow  alluvial  bed  materials  would  protect  the  pioe 
•‘Ability.  Flnaily, 

aaterili«''**'^''^l!*i°"*  ********  Atodible 

stinda  i bedrock.  Thus.  Montana's  floodplain 

standards  regarding  depth  of  burial  below  the  aaxlaum 
•calculated*  scour  depth  should  not  be  applied  in  this 
case.  In  sun,  the  Coswisslon  should  not  specify 
directional  drilling  of  the  fellowstone  for  the  final 


This  should 


AL2.60  Comnidnl  uccepltd.  See  chunge  lo  Chaplcr  4C. 
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noiea.  ice  r 


1 agree  with  the  gVneric  siatem^Tlhat  ^e 

a(^ptable  aJlemaiives  to  numing.  We  aJso  note  «>'n'neni  a 


. ---  — iiuini 

individuaJ  Section  4W  permit. 


...  wuiiiuieni  ai 

« Of  these  techniques  may  require  a 


AL2-62 


Sec  response  to  Comment  AL2-56  above. 


AL2-63 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


See  response  lo  Comment  AL2-28  above. 


AL2-64 

AU-65 


Commcnl  accepud.  Sec  clmogc  lo  Chapler  4C. 

HiAok  you  for  you,  commm.  See  oapome  lo  Cohimcnl  AL2-29  above. 


AL2-66 


Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapler  4D. 
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AL-52 


t>aq«/P«ra/Lln« 


Comaent 


AL2-67j  4D-il;2;l 
AL2-68|  «D-n!«,3 


AL2-69 


4D*n{ 


AL2-70 


40-11;  6i 


AL2-72 


4E-6,  7. 
Wildlife 


9; 


All 


AL2-74 
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Thl*  should  cesd  •Syron"  and  NOT  "Bryon". 

See  cofunent  on  p.  2-Sl.  pace.  4,  line  6. 

The  DEIS  Indicates  that  '(tlhe  crossing  of  the  Wind 
River  Mountain  Range  through  South  Pass  could  cause 
inconvenience  to  visitors  traveling  to  historical  sites 
in  the  area.*  Altaaont's  proposed  route  through  the 
South  Pass  area  is  through  open,  rolling  terrain,  not 
■ountalnous  topography.  This  sentence  should  thus  be 
revised  to  readi  “The  crossing  of  gentle  foothills  of 
the  Hind  River  Mountain  Range  through  the  South  Pass 
area  could  cause...* 

The  OBIS  states  that  ‘(tlhe  pipeline  right-of-way 
should  avoid  crossing  the  boundaries  of  this  Landnark 
in  consideration  of  special  provisions  for  the  care  of 
iNatlonal  Historic  landoarksl,  as  stipulated  by  the 
NHPA  and  its  iapleaentlng  regulations.*  This  stateoent 
should  be  revised  to  reflect  the  route  reallgnoent 
subaitted  to  FEBC  by  Altaaont  in  Novenber  1990,  and 
Shown  on  the  naps  in  the  OBIS,  which  avoids  the  HHt,. 

As  a result,  the  BIS  should  also  be  revised  to  conclude 
that,  because  the  route  would  avoid  the  NHL,  inpacts  to 
the  NHL  ate  considered  "less  than  significant.* 


AltaMont  suggests  that  this  section  be  rewritten  to 
reflect  the  fact  chat  Altaaont  will  cross  no  large 
tracts  of  aacure  forest. 

The  discussion  on  lapacts  to  wildlife  froa  -forest 
clearing*  relate  solely  to  the  PCT/PCae  project. 
Altaaont  will  only  clear  30.8  acres  of  forest  which 
will  not  have  any  aaterlal  iapact  on  wildlife.  (See 
Table  6-2  (OBIS  at  6-14)).  

Altaaont  will  employ  appropriate  sediment  control 
techniques  in  wetland  areas.  These  techniques  include 
the  use  of  sediaent  filter  devices  around  spoil  piles 
and  at  the  downslope  edges  of  the  right-of-way  in  all 
wetland  areas.  However,  the  use  of  sediaent  filter 
devices  on  the  upslope  side  of  the  right-of-way,  or  on 
either  side  of  the  right-of-way  In  level  terrain  is 
unnecessary  because  there  is  little  to  no  potential  for 
sediment  transport  under  these  conditions.  The  BIS 
should  be  revised  to  allow  this  alternative  approach. 

Altamont  agrees  with  the  DEIS'  observation  that  many 
wetlands  crossings  can  be  constructed  using  a 75  foot 
right-of-way.  except  where  the  wetland  Is  adjacent  to  a 
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AL2-69 


AL2-70 


AL2-71 

AL2-72 


AL2-73 


AL2-74 
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Commenl  accepled.  See  change  lo  Chapter  4D. 
Comment  accepled.  See  change  to  Chapter  4D. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4D. 


Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4D. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


•n.a.k  you  for  your  coormon,.  Sue  rospooso  ,o  Coormen,  AL2.49  re.iurd  Appendix  C-3. 


See  response  to  previous  commenl. 


AL2-74 

(conL) 


AL2-75  4;  6 


AL2.77 

AL2-78 


AL2-79  4E-5BJ  2; 


n..,.  isj,  0 

Thef*for«,  the  Els  should  be  revised  to  pe 
space  in  those  clrcunstsnces. 

The  DEIS  states:  “(I  In  addition,  we  recoai 
and  Altanont  develop.  In  conjunction  with  ( 
appropriate  state  a9encles,  site-specific  i 
plans  for  all  riparian  areas,  and  to  subali 


reques 


irlot  I 


.....  ...  CoMlssion  staff. 

i«.  1 •Ite-specific  reveqetation  plans  lor 

iparian  areas  prior  to  construction,  rather  than 
to  eoapletion  of  the  BIS.  The  BIS  should  be 
>ed  to  Clearly  reflect  that  procedure. 


Altanont  has.  howi 


•(nio 


The  DEIS  states  that  '(njo  curlews  were  observed  In 

r.c.nt  p p„, 

pair  was  observed  by  Omc  staff  in  June  1990  north  o 

..nt.nc, 

north  of  Shawnut.  about  S ailes  east  of  i 

pipeline  route. • This  will  .ake  it  clear  that  the 
pipeline  is  not  likely  to  affect  the  curlews. 


The  DEIS  states  that  ‘[clonstruct 
acres  of  eastern  ponderosa  pine  f 
Table  4E-10  on  p.  4B-50  shows  tha 
be  affected.  Because  the  Table  Is  c 
should  be  corrected  to  be  consistent 


Ion  would  disturb  139 
orest.*  However, 
t only  10. e acres  w 

> Table. 


11 


Altanont  dlsaqrees  with  the  DEIS’  claln  that  the 
Altanont  project  nay  affect  or  have  a significant 
inpact  on  substantial  populations  of  these  special- 
atatus  plant  species,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  Altai 
project  would  affect  substantial  portions  of 
Wulatlons  of  the  plant  species  listed,  given  the  « 
distribution  of  populations  well  outside  of  the 
pipeline  route.  Small  rockcress  would  be  the  only 
species  Significantly  affected,  if  portions  of  its 
population  were  destroyed.  However,  such  an  Inpact 
a so  very  unlikely,  as  the  closest  known  population 


Com^nt  accepted.  S«  change  lo  Chapter  4E. 


AL2-76 

AU-77 

AL2-78 


Thank  you  for  your  commenl. 

Commenl  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 
Commenl  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 


Commenl 


accepicd.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 


AL2-80  Thank 


you  for  your  commenl.  Until  Altamom  ocrform 
anaJysiJ  and  recommendation  siands. 
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field  surveys  for  these  species. 


AL-53 


Paq«/Pica/Lli 


AL-54 


AL2-80 

(COOL) 


«E-S9{Tsbl«  4E-1] 


AL2-8S  4E-62>  7|  3 


6 b11*9  fron  the  pipeline  route.  Therefore,  this 
paragraph  should  be  revised  to  Indicate  that  these 
iapacta  would  be  less  than  significant. 

This  table  is  inconsistent  with  Appendix  e-4.  Table 
4e-13  lists  two  species  that  are  not  in  Appendix  e-4, 
while  Appendix  E-4  lists  two  species  that  are  not  In 
Table  4E-13.  Also,  Table  4E-13  lists  state  heritage 
prograa  species  which,  according  to  page  lE-l,  para.  3, 
line  1,  were  not  considered  special  status  species. 
Table  4e-13  should  be  revised  to  be  consistent  with  the 
test  of  the  EtS. 

The  DEIS  indicates  that  Frenont'a  bladderpod  eight  be 
affected  on  a 'llaestone  outcrop.*  However,  this 
outcrop  is  at  Beaver  Creek  Cliff,  and  Altaeont  has 
changed  Its  proposed  route  to  avoid  this  area.  The  EtS 
should  thus  be  revised  to  elleinate  this  assertion. 

The  OeiS  says  that  * .. .Altaeont ' s proposed  route  would 
cross  approxieately  2,000  feet  of  epheneral  eeergent 
wetland  at  HP  450.2.*  Altaeont  disagrees  with  this 
atateeent.  This  segeent  of  the  route  is  a deflation 
basin  and  not  an  eeergent  wetland.  Deflation  basins 
should  not  ordinarily  be  considered  wetlands  pursuant 
to  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  any  case, 
Altaeont  filed  the  required  route  changes  at  Kirby 
Creek  and  Little  Sandy  Creek  on  Hoveeber  28,  1990, 
which  would  avoid  these  basins.  Thus,  this  sentence 
should  be  deleted. 

After  reference  to  *Allen‘9  13-llned  Ground  Squirrel,* 
Altaeont  tecoBeends  adding  the  sentence!  *Clatk  and 
Sttoebetg  (1997)  reported  that  this  species  may  have 
been  extirpated  in  Hyoelng,  due  to  widespread 

The  OBIS  states  that  *(r]saoval  of  riparian  vegetation 
on  crucial  seasonal  ranges  Is  significant  because  the 
ranges  provide  leportant  forage  and  cover  for  eoose  and 
this  habitat  would  not  recover  quickly.*  This  is  not 
accurate.  The  species  that  is  crucial  to  eoose  winter 
range  Is  priearlly  willow.  Willow  would  rseovet 
quickly.  Furthereore.  only  a saall  aeount  of  willow 
would  be  teaoved  during  construction  of  the  pipeline, 
because  willow  appears  in  only  Halted  sections  along 
the  route.  Therefore,  Altaeont  suggests  that  this 
sentence  be  revised  to  read:  'Reaoval  of  riparian 
vegetation  on  crucial  seasonal  ranges  Is  less  than 


AL2-8I 


AL2  82 


AL2-83 


AU-84 


AL2-83 
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Commenl  aicpurf.  Set  revision,  lo  Table  4E-I3  and  Appendix  E-4. 


Commenl  noled.  See  revision,  lo  Cbapier  4E  and  Appendix  E-4. 


our  dran  rccommcndauons  are  unrelaied  to  the  dcflaiion  basin  located  at  MP  450.2. 


Commenl  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 


Cominml  noled.  Given  Ihe  Jiniiled  amonnl  of  riparian  habitat  available  on  cmeial  n!a«>nal 
fo  mo.^  we  believe  that  Ibi,  intpael  i,  signirtcanl,  but  could  be  nttiigaW  ,o  leSZ 
signi(icsuil  level,  by  replanling  willow  uplingi/poles  in  areas  dislurbed  by  consiruclion. 


AL2-85I 

(0*1.)  I 

AL2-86|  4E-64;8;4 


AL2-87 


4E-65I  3j  All 
4E-65J  S,  All 


AL2-8S  4F-3;  5 

AL2-89  5!  1 


AL2-92| 

AL2-93  I 4F-8:]|i} 


AL2-94 1 
AL2-9S 


«F-0,  3;  All 
«H-3;T«bl*  4H-1 


Significant  because  only  a smalt  amount  of  this  habitat 
would  be  disturbed,  and  it  would  recover  quickly. - 

•Farmer  personal  communication*  should  be  cited  In 
Chapter  7,  Bibliography. 

Altamont  Intends  to  study  only  the  selected  route  for 
the  occurrence  of  special-status  plants. 

See  comment  on  p.  4C-12,  para.  3. 


The  DEIS  states  that  *(llf  the  stream  crossing  area 
contains  spawning  habitat,  Instream  construction  would 
directly  disturb  the  substrate  for  a maximum  width  of 
75  feet.’  However,  this  75  foot  restriction  may  be 
impossible  to  achieve  at  open  cut  crossings  of  major 
rivers,  where  the  spoil  pile  Is  placed  In  the  water. 

The  final  EIS  should  acknowledge  this. 

The  DEIS  requires  that  trenches  be  back-filled  with  one 
foot  of  gravel.  However,  gravel  is  not  always 
available.  The  EIS  should  be  revised  to  allow  for  the 
use  of  crushed  stone  as  an  alternative. 

Recent  discussions  with  state  agencies  having  control 
over  surface  water  tights  Indicate  that,  under  certain 
circumstances.  It  Is  acceptable  to  remove  water  at 
withdrawal  rates  In  excess  of  10%  of  the  stream  flow. 
Therefore,  the  DEIS'  suggestion  that  withdrawals  should 
always  be  limited  to  107  should  be  changed  to  allow  for 
withdrawals  approved  by  the  relevant  state  agencies. 

The  statement  '....for  an  species, • should  be 

corrected  to  read  ‘any  species.* 

Drilling  may  take  a swre  substantial  period  of  time 
than  the  DEIS  Indicates,  depending  on  geological 
conditions.  The  EIS  should  reflect  this  fact. 

See  comment  on  page  4L-7,  para.  2. 

gee  comment  on  page  2-63;  Table  2-13. 


AL2-86 

AL2-87 

AL2-88 

AL2-89 


Commcni  noted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  4E. 
Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4E. 
See  response  to  Comment  AL2-61  above. 
Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4F. 


AL2-90 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4F. 


AL2-91 


arrt*n»ahu  U ngnis,  witiidrawaJ  rales 

accepuble.  However,  Chapter  4F  analyzes  withdrawal  r. 
orsan.sms.  Therefore,  out  analysis  and  conclusion  scands. 


excess  of  10  percent  may  be 
1 in  terms  of  impact  to  aquatic 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4F. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4F. 


AL2-94 

AL2-95 


See  response  to  Comment  AL2-I09  below. 
See  response  to  Comment  AL2-23  above. 
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Comaent  or  Question 


AL-56 


4I-3iT«bl«  4 


AL2-10I 
AL2-102 


AL2-103|  4K-1;3>3 
AL2-104  4L-3)  l, 
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S»«  coBm«nt  on  pa9«  2-63:  Table  2-13. 


AL2-96 


See  response  to  Commcni  AL2-23  above. 


The  SOO  hp  standby  auxiliary  engine  units  proposed  for 
each  station  likely  will  not  operate  In  excess  of  600 
hours  In  any  given  year.  Consequently,  the  annual  No 
onlaslon  ratea  shown  should  be  reduced  to  .60  tons  fron 
9.60  tons. 


The  words  *one  and*  should  be  inscribed  In  front  of 
*one-half  alle  per  day*. 


Recent  field  Investigations  perforaed  by  Altaeor 
conflrned  that  an  unidentified  building,  approxl 
2,400  feet  southeast  of  the  proposed  eonpressor 
building,  has  been  abandoned;  therefore,  this  li 


Given  the  alnor  route  changes  filed  by  Altanont  with 
the  CoBiBlsslon,  the  distance  to  the  nearest  farnhouse 
la  actually  2,600  feet  to  the  northeast,  rather  than  to 
the  south  southeast.  This  should  be  clarified  In  the 
BIS. 

See  revised  Table  2-13. 

The  reference  should  be  changed  to  be  6 trucks  per  hour 
for  PGT  Bay  be  reasonable,  but  only  4 per  hour  for 
Altaeont  la  reasonable. 

*Unconf Iraed*  should  be  *Unconf Ined* . 

The  DEIS  states  that  *(B)alnllne  valves  typically 
consist  of  a vertical  loop  of  the  pipeline  that  extends 
approxiaately  4 feet  out  of  the  ground  with  the  valve 
at  the  top  of  the  loop.*  This  stateaent  Is  not  true 
for  Altaaont's  pipeline.  Altaaont  proposes  to  bury  all 
eectlonalltlng  valves.  Only  the  blowdowns  and  valve 
operators  would  be  above  ground  level.  Thus,  visual 
lapacts  will  be  less  than  stated.  This  paragraph 
should  be  revised  accordingly. 

The  DEIS  states  that  *|s|taglng  areas  and  additional 
rlghts-of-way  should  be  located  at  least  50  feet  fron 
the  roadside.*  However,  Altaaont  will  need  a larger 
working  area  at  aajor  road  crossings  to  accosBodate  a 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  EIS  renecu  ihe  max 
the  standby  en|ines.  Reduced  hours  of  operation  may 
permit  applications. 


AL2-98 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  41. 


AL2-99 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  41. 


AL2-100 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  41. 


AU-101 

AL2-102 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  41. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  41. 


AL2-103 

AL2-104 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4K. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4L. 


Commcni  noted.  The  intent  of  (his  mitigation  measure  i 
at  sensitive  road  crossings.  See  change  to  Chapter  4L. 
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imum  potential  NOx  emission  rate  from 
be  accepted  as  part  of  Altamont's  suie 


to  ensure  that  existing  trees  are  left 


AL2-I05  ^ ^ ^ 
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belt  hole 


>11  1 


>ult 


rln9  I 


...e  edge  of  the  bell  hoirircloBe*io''IhrroL‘! 
fusible,  often  closet  then  50  feet.  In  oJde!  ^ 

do  thir  unleiriJM^eilst **-»*►*,  Proposes  tc 

enaina  i ould  be  revised  to  account  for  these 

engineering  problens.  tnese 


r**ioo°r*'*  »‘«9ln9  ecees  at  least  50  feet. 

1 n 100  feet,  froa  the  streaabank  or  bevond  th» 
*one.  The  50-foot  setback,  In  conjunction 

:rol  techniques,  will  provide  adequate 
iterway.  Moreover,  the  surrounding 


lid 


protection  to 

topography  {l.e.,  steep  slope 
preclude  a 100-foot  setback. 

It  1.  l.pt.etlc.1  to  t.tocn  ,ii  „ck.  to  th.lt 
location  and  depth,  or  soil  lin#  Th«  . 
h*  o V . wi  sun  line.  The  sentence 

be  revised  to  read,  ’Boulders  should  be  returned  to 
their  original  locations  and  set  to  rh.  o.i-.-.. 
line,  and  cocks  should  be  returned  to 
general  locations  where  possible  • * Oflglnal 

restored  to  the  original  contours’.  This  will  not  h- 
possible  in  all  cases,  because  of  slt.-sjec  f c 

:co„o;:o:rrr;:d  *' 

•'■‘■•h'lhh-i  diiinho-  of  th. 
tssouri  Hiver  should  be  required,  until  It  la 

Unes  J,  ic-3,  para.  2,  line  B and  ac-5;  Table  4C-5( 
«C-15,  para.  4>  4C-16.  para.  2). 


Whlli 


jurlsdii 


•egaent  of  the  UMHWSR 
occurs  adjacent  to  both  banks. 
Mitigation  aeasuces  to  protect 
the  river  than  directional  drl 
Altamont  proposes  to  cross  in  < 


/er  this  recreational 
>-bank,  private  faralai 
There  ace  less  drastic 
;he  visual  character  ol 


luld  I 


location  where  only  o 
would  be  reaoved.  Secondly, 


AU-106  c„„„o„,  ^ 

stram  crossing,.  11.0  miiigaiion  rcQiiir^s  ite  « sensilivc 

Ui.  i^an.  bank  or  beyoor,  g..  HpaHar,  ionc"^S,r,.rvrs,^f:i 


Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4L. 


I«vc  a high  O^rfo?,  vtlL^vUy 


Comment  noted.  See  response  to  Comments  AL2  28  20  ^ « u 

impacts  on  the  riverbanks  that  would  resuh  from  I!.’  « ^ ''■sw' 

less-than-significani  levels.  See  chance  to  ^ mitigated  to 

Chapter  4F,  we  disagree  with  the  contemion  ih  t reasons  discussed  in 

the  Missouri  River.  TTie  DEIS  clearly  suppoiled*lf/S!'°"^  ^ »' 

to  use  this  technique  at  this  crossing^  ^ determination  that  it  would  be  -necessary* 


AL-57 


AL-58 


Paq^/Para/Llne 

AL2-109 

(coat) 


AL2-1I0 


4L-6; 


4L-3 


AL2-II1 


4L-9i  2s  All 


AL2-II2 


4L-9; 


All 


AL2-II3  4L-9:4;4 

AL2-I14  4L-9]  Ss  4.S 


CoMent  er  Qt 


y«llow9(on*  Rlvac.  AltAsont  su9<)es(a  that  thasa 
•aaaurat  would  ba  atfactlva  In  acraaninQ  tha  crosalnq. 
aalilnq  dlcactlonal  drllllnq  of  tha  Mlaaourl  unwactantad 
for  vkaual  protactlon  raaaona.  In  any  avant.  tha 
Mlaaourl  Rlvar  croaaln^  la  Idaally  aultad  for 
convantlonal  opan  cut  tachnlquaa.  dapandlnq  upon  tha 
raault  of  alta-apaclf Ic  atudlaa  wa  hava  aald  will  ba 
dona  In  out  aarllar  coaaanta.  Thacafora,  tha 
Coaalsalon  should  allow  Altaaont  tha  option  of  ualnq  an 
opan  cut  aathod  to  croaa  tha  Mlaaourl. 

Tabla  4L-3  should  ba  ravlsad  to  ratlact  tha  raalkqnaant 
In  tha  South  Pass  ataa,  aubalttad  by  Altaaont  to  PCRC 
In  Hovaabar  1990  and  includad  In  tha  aaps  with  tha 
DEIS. 

Baaad  on  Altaaont'a  Intarpratatlon  of  Map  3-29  In  tha 
(.andar  Rasoutca  Manaqaaant  Plan  (BLM,  1986),  thara  ara 
no  VRM  Class  II  lands  In  this  aaqaant,  contrary  to  tha 
DEIS'  suqqastlon.  Purthacaora.  Altaaont'a  routa 
parallals  an  ailstlnq  plpallna  for  13  alias  of  this 
saqeant  which.  In  any  avant,  should  ba  conaldarad  only 
as  an  Incraaantal  lapact  (saa  coaaant  on  paqa  3L-5. 
para.  3,  Unas  S-6).  Tha  BIS  should  ba  aodlflad 
accordlnqly. 

Tha  portion  of  this  segaent  within  tha  Landar  Rasource 
Ataa  of  8U4'8  Rawlins  District  (HP  S10.9-S22.3)  la 
claaalflad  aa  VRM  IV,  not  VRN  II,  as  suggastad  In  the 
DEIS.  (Landar  Rasoucca  Hanagaaant  Plan.  1986).  Aa 
taqulrad  by  Mitigation  Maasura  No.  66  (p.  6-40), 
Altaaiont  has  aubalttad  a construction  and 
rehabilitation  plan  to  alnlalza  visual  Intrusion  in  tha 
area.  Any  'scac*  will  tharafora  bo  taaporary,  and  tha 
BIS  should  ba  ravlsad  to  raflact  this. 

Tha  Parson  Coaptassot  Station  Is  located  In  tha  next 
sagaant.  Its  tafaranca  should  ba  aovad  down  one 
paragraph. 

Altaaont  does  not  agree  with  tha  DEIS'  observation  that 
*(c|onstructlon  of  tha  plpallna  would  scar  tha 
landscape.*  laplaaantatlon  of  Altaaont'a  Construction 
and  Rehabilitation  Plan  — HP  Sll.O  to  HP  540.8  — will 
alnlalza  visual  Intrusion  In  tha  aoat  sensitive  part  of 
this  sagaant.  Any  *scar,*  tharafora,  will  ba 
taaporary.  In  addition,  Altaaont  proposes  to  bora 
underneath  tha  Oregon  Trail  at  Its  intersection  with  SR 
28.  Tha  BIS  should  be  ravlsad  accordingly. 


AL.2-110  Commeni  accepted.  See  change  to  Table  4L-3. 


Comment  noted.  We  agree  lhat  this  entire  interval  is  not  designated  VRM  Class  II.  However 

specific  locations  within  the  interval  are  Class  II,  as  shown  in  DEIS  Table  4L-3.  Regardless 
we  have  determined  that  the  visual  impacts  would  be  less-than-significani  in  this  interval  See 
revised  Chapter  4L.  See  also  response  to  Comment  AL2-42  above. 


Comment  noted.  Due  to  the  scale  of  the  resource  maps  published  in  the  Lander  RMP  the 
quesUon  of  VRM  designation  along  the  route  can  be  disputed.  Since  Aliamont  has  proposed 
mitigation  for  the  South  Pass  area  that  would  reduce  the  visual  impacts  to  less-lhan  significani 
levels,  this  point  does  not  warrant  further  discussion.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 


AL2-1I3  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4L. 


AL2-1I4  Comment  noled.  See  change  to  Chapter  4L. 
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AL2-I17 

AL2-II8|  <M-6irootnot« 
AL2-I19  ® 


Thj*  s«9aent  {HP  561.0  to  613. J|  of  Altaoont's  pipeline 
route  crosses  the  Green  River  Resource  Area  of  BLM's 
Rock  sprlnos  District.  Based  on  conversations  with  BLM 
personnel.  Altaaont  has  learned  that  the  VRM  Inventory 
for  the  Resource  Area  la  currently  beln9  prepared  as 
part  of  BLN'S  plans  to  publish  a Resource  Hanaqenent 
Plan  for  the  Resource  Area  in  the  next  one-to-two 
years.  Accordingly,  this  se9acnt  of  the  route  is 
currently  unclassified  for  VRN  classes.  The  BIS  should 
be  revised  to  Indicate  that  this  seqaent  Is  not  Class 
n.  but  rather  'unclassified.* 

The  reference  to  ‘altlqatlon  plana  and  reports*  should 
refer  to  Historic  Property  Tteataent  Plans  and  not  to 
reports  that  will  not  be  prepared  until  after 
coapletlon  of  construction.  The  final  Mitigation 
Report  will  be  coapleted  In  1994  or  1995  and  will 
contain  analyses  of  all  the  data  collected  prior  to  and 
during  construction,  lncludln9  trench  •onltotln9  and 
eaar9ency  discoveries. 

The  ATtT  tl9ht-of-way  apparently  contains  an  •L4  co- 
axial cable*  and  HOT  a ‘fiber  optic  cable*. 

This  should  read  *Noveaber  It,  1990*. 

The  proposed  Continental  Divide  route  reall9n«ent  filed 
with  FE3C  on  Hoveaber  2B,  1990,  deviates  to  the  north 
laaedlately  to  the  west  of  the  orlolnal  Sweetwater 
River  crossln9  connecting  at  HP  537.1  and  not,  as  the 
DBIS  states,  at  HP  536.0.  This  teallgnaent  was  aade  to 
■ake  the  pipeline  route  esaentlally  Invisible  fro*  the 
South  Pass  Center  on  SR  38  at  the  Sweetwater  River. 

AltasKint  Is  prepared  to  bore  trails  listed  on  or 
ell9ible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
If  ground  conditions  peralt. 

Altasont  subaltted  the  results  of  Its  coaputer  file 
search  on  the  proposed  route  with  the  Hyoalng  State 
Historical  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  as  part  of  Us 
Class  I study  filed  on  January  17,  1990.  Altaaont 
subaitted  slallat  Intoraatlon  on  the  alternate  routes 
to  the  Coaalsslon  staff  on  October  11,  1990.  Altaaont 
suggests  that  there  should  be  sufficient  Inforaation 
available  to  aake  a coaparlson  of  the  known  cultural 
resource  sites. 

See  coaaent  on  page  4H-6,  para.  3,  line  4. 


AU  1 15  Cc,inn,o,l  nolol.  Sc  respo™  » Commem  AU  l 11  above  aod  revision  „(  Chapler  ,L. 


Ik.  • ti'  . K ® .V,  «.wiii|/iiaiK.c  wnn  oeciion  lUo  ol 

ihe  Nauooal  H.slonc  Preservabon  Acl.  «e  ac  aware  Ihal  (he  fmal  ,epor,(s)  would  nor  be 
avadable  unlil  alter  die  proposed  consInicUon  dale.  However,  if  'nriligalion  plans'  are  found 

a'a  “"L'  ’“'’“'1““''  Ptbpdnlion  ol  'miligalion  reporu'.  The 

rcicrenccd  phrase  did  noi  use  the  word  ’final*. 

AL2-I17  Commeni  noted.  See  change  lo  Chapter  4M 


AL2-1 18  Commeni  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4M. 

AL2-1I9  Comment  accepted.  See  change  lo  Chapler  4M. 


AL2-120 

AL.2-121 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4M. 
Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4M. 


AL2-I22  See  response  lo  Commeni  AL2-1 17  above. 
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AL-59 


AL-60 


Paot/Para/Lln* 


Coaaant  of  Quastlon 


AL2-I23 


AL2-124  6-19;4j5 
AL2-I25  6-29!  »i  All 


*Acr«9  of  cropland  tcoporarlly  distuibad*  under  Kern 
Aiver  ia  not  1814.9  ai  shown.  This  nuaber  applies 
instead  to  PGSE's  facilities.  This  needs  to  be 
corrected  to  less  than  30  acres  that  would  be 
disturbed. 

-Nuaber  of  land  use  policy/  requlatoty  conflicts  - 1.* 
This  nuaber  should  read  *0*  now  that  Altaaont  has  filed 
a reroute  to  avoid  the  HHl.  at  South  Pass. 

The  stateaent  "one  of  its  existing  stations*  needs  to 
be  verified.  Why  NOT  both  stations? 

Altaaont  9tron9ly  supports  the  stateaent  ’that  the 
proposed  route,  as  aodified  by  (the}  recoaaended 
reallqnaent  at  HP  S26-538.3  and  the  other  recoonended 
Blti^ation  aeasures...  could  be  constructed  and 
operated  In  an  envlronacntally  acceptable  fashion. 
Indeed,  based  on  intoraatlon  filed  with  the  Coaaisslon, 
the  proposed  route  would  have  all  of  the  following 
coaparative  advantages  over  the  alternative  routes: 

o The  proposed  route  is  193.0  ailes  In 

length.  It  is  shorter  than  the  Jeffrey 
City.  Alkali  Butte.  Northern  Utilities  and 
Route  28  variations  by  39.3.  33.5,  50.5  and 
.5  Biles,  respectively. 

o The  proposed  route  disturbs  a total  of 

3,337  acres,  which  is  476,  406,  613  and  6 
fewer  acres  than  that  disturbed  by  the 
Jeffrey  City,  Alkali  Butte,  Northern 
Utilities  and  Route  38  variations, 
respectively. 

o The  proposed  route  crosses  36.4  ailes  of 

badland,  rough  and  steep  terrain,  which  is 
15.9,  19.6,  37.5  and  .5  (BlnlButs)  ailes 
less  than  that  crossed  by  the  Jeffrey  City, 
Alkali  Butte,  Northern  Utilities  and  Route 
38  variations,  respectively. 

o The  proposed  route  crosses  11.9  ailes  of 

sand  dunes,  which  is  38.5,  15.0,  16.3  and  0 
ailes  shorter  than  associated  with  the 
Jeffrey  City,  Alkali  Butte,  Northern 
Utilities  and  Routs  38  variations, 
respectively. 


AL2-123  See  response  lo  Commcnl  AL2-3  above. 


AL2-124 


AL2-125 


„ . . . , *'•»'«  v-ompressor  oiation  No.  4 is  nol  oresemlv 

^ additional  10,000  hp  of  compressio!! 
ould  not  be  e*pecicd  to  increase  overall  NO*  emissions  at  this  sution  to  250  ions  annually. 


Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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o ri£ty-two  percent  of  the  proposed  route  Is 
rated  •fair*  or  better  for  soil 
rehabilitation  potential,  as  compared  to 
«1».  44».  39»  and  Sot  for  the  Jeffrey  City, 
«U.U  Butt.,  iiorth.tn  Utllltl,,  «out, 
28  variations,  respectively. 

« The  proposed  route  and  the  Northern 

Utilities  variation  would  likely  affect  a 
fewer  nuaber  of  sensitive  plant  species 
than  any  of  the  other  variations. 

o The  proposed  route  crosses  882  acres  of 
laportant  bl^  9aae  ran^e,  which  Is  902 
491.  830  and  84  fewer  acres  than  the  ' 
Jeffrey  City,  Alkali  Butte,  Northern 
Utilities  and  Route  28  variations, 
respectively. 

o The  proposed  route  will  have  less  of  an  air 
and  noise  pollution  lapact  because  it  will 
require  only  six  coapressor  stations, 
rather  than  the  seven  that  the  alternatives 
would  require. 

See  Valuation  of  Alternative  Routes  In  Southern 
WyoBlnq,  filed  with  the  Coaalssion  on  Hatch  IS,  1990? 
Letter  to  Kevin  Hadden  from  Altaaont  (with 
attachaents),  filed  on  Hay  7,  1990  with  the  Comaisslon 
(respondlnq  to  FERC  data  request  Ho.  90,  91,  and  92); 
Construction  and  Rehabilitation  Plan,  HP  511.0  to 
$40.8,  provided  to  the  Coasisslon  and  BLH  staff  on 
February  22,  1991  and  formally  filed  with  the 
Coaalsslon  on  Hatch  4,  1991. 

Moreover,  for  those  resources  on  which  the  lapact  of 
the  proposed  route  will  be  qreater  than  that  of  the 
Alternatives  te.g. , nuabet  of  perennial  stream 
crosslnqs),  appropriate  altlqatlon  aeasutes  will  be 
lapleacnted  to  alnlmlzc  any  such  Impacts.  Such 
mitigation  measures  Include  Installation  of  teaporary 
bridges  for  vehicle  crossings;  dry  crossing  procedures 
rather  than  conventional  wet  crossings;  crlbwalllng 
selected  streaa  banks  to  recreate  overhanging  banks  for 
fish  habitat,  and  replanting  willows  at  stream  banks. 
(See  HP  Sll.O  to  540.8  Construction  and  Rehabilitation 
Plan. ) 

Altaaont  further  contends  that  there  Is  sufficient 
Inforaatlon  available  to  the  Comaisslon  to  compare  the 
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AL-61 


AL-62 


Paq«/Paca/Hna 

AU-125  ' 

(COOL) 


AL2-I26 


6'29; 


AL2-127 

AL2-i28 

AL2-I29 


6-37:Footnot* 
6-361  2;  All 
6-38;  3l  All 


6-38:  7:  2 


COBient  ot  Question 

valid  conclusion  as  to  tha  comparative  environmental 
Impacts  of  the  alternatives  (see  comments  on  page  30- 
36.  para.  3.  line  2 and  page  4H-8,  para.  S).  Altamont 
also  contends  that  there  Is  Insufficient  environmental 
justification  to  warrant  the  selection  of  any  of  the 

effects,  as  set  forth  above,  associated  with  the  extra 
length  of  the  variations  override  the  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  route  once  mitigation  measures 
ate  applied. 

While  considerable  concern  over  construction  through 
the  South  Pass  area  has  been  expressed,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  proposed  route,  given  the  minor 
realignment  made  November  28.  1990.  does  not  cross  a 
single  National  Park  or  Monument,  Wilderness  Study 
Area,  National  Wild  or  Scenic  River  (outside  designated 
utility  corridors).  National  Potest.  National 
Wilderness  Area.  National  Primitive  Area.  BLM  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern.  Military  Base,  State 
Park  or  State  Came  Range  and  Management  Area.  Thus, 
there  Is  no  legitimate  basis  tor  denying  a certificate 
along  the  proposed  route. 

Mitigation  Measure  No.  2 requests  ellgnment  sheets  at  a 
scale  not  smaller  than  I16OOO.  Altamont  plans  to 
prepare  alignment  sheets  at  a scale  of  1:12,000  and 
requests  that  the  BIS  be  modified  to  allow  this.  A 
1:12,000  scale  is  more  than  adequate  to  present 
environmental  Information  and  specifications  In  the 
type  ot  terrain  encountered. 

I.ine  4 Is  incomplete  and  needs  clarification. 

See  comments  on  Appendix  B-3. 

As  mentioned  previously,  Altamont  disagrees  with  some 
of  the  seeding  periods  suggested.  See  comments  on 
Appendices  B-2  and  3 for  details. 

Altamont  should  not  be  required  to  use  jute  mesh  in  all 
disturbed  areas,  because  livestock  and  wildlife  may 
become  entangled  In  the  mesh.  Moreover,  jute  matting 
Is  Inappropriate  for  slope  protection  in  the  drier 
climates  traversed  by  Altamont's  pipeline  route, 
because  In  drier  climates  jute  mesh  does  not  biodegrade 
readily.  Instead,  soil  stablllratlon  products  such  as 
geotextlle  mats,  excelsior  oats,  excelsior  blankets,  or 
similar  products  will  be  used  on  unstable  sites.  If 


AL2-I26 


Comment  accepted.  Sec  change  to  Chapter  6. 


AL2-127  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  6. 

AL2-I28  See  responses  to  Comments  AL2-148  through  -161  below. 
AL2-129  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

AL2-130  Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapten  4B  and  6. 
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AL2-I3I 

AL2-i32 

AL2-133 


6-39; 


(All 


6-39;  7>  All 


6-«0;  13;  All 


AL2-I34| 6-41;l, 

AL2-I35  B-l-ij 


All 


r«veqet«(lon  la9S  conplctlon  o£  construction  on  areas 
adjacent  to  streaa  crossings  by  aore  than  JO  days, 
these  sites  will  be  protected  with  Jute  aattlng  or 
siallar  product  lot  a alnlaun  of  100  feet  on  either 
side  of  the  waterway.  The  DEIS  should  be  aodlfled  to 
allow  Altaaont  the  flexibility  to  stabilize  slopes  In 
fAe  aanner  described  above. 

Mitigation  Measure  No.  55  should  be  shaded,  since  this 
request  was  conplled  with  when  Altaaont  filed  a ainor 
reallgnaent  on  Noveaber  38.  1990. 

See  eoaaents  on  4C-7,  para.  2. 

Altaaont  transaltted  a detailed  construction  and 
rehabilitation  plan  for  HP  511.0  to  540.8  to  FEBC  and 
BLM  staff  on  Pebruary  22,  1991.  The  BIS  should  be 
aodlfied  to  reflect  this. 

Mitigation  Measure  Ho.  67  should  be  shaded  to  indicate 
that  Altaaonfs  ainor  realignaents  filed  on  Noveaber 
38,  1990  eoaply  with  this  condition. 

Altaaont  intends  to  prepare  a detailed  erosion  control 
revegetation  and  aalntenance  plan  for  the  entire  route' 
prior  to  construction,  based  on  site  specific  studies 
of  soils,  vegetation,  slope,  drainage,  agricultural 
land  use,  and  other  factors.  This  Inforaation  will  be 
used  to  satisfy  BLM  provisions  for  Issuing  rights-of- 
way  grants  on  federal  lands  and  to  assure  private  and 
^**^4  owners  that  adequate  eeasures  have  been 
taken  to  protect  and  restore  their  lands  during  and 
following  construction.  However,  aany  of  the 
provisions  in  Appendix  B to  the  DEIS  are  generic  In 
nature  and  applicable  to  regions  other  than  those 
crossed  by  the  Altaaont  route.  Bxanples  are  provided 
below,  along  with  suggestions  for  changes  to  be  made  in 
the  final  EIS. 

Altaaont  proposes  to  work  closely  with  the  staffs  of 
the  Coulsslon,  BLM,  bod,  DHPC,  Montana  and  Hyonlng 
Stale  Lands,  local  Soil  Conservation  Districts  and 
private  landowners/occupants  In  the  course  of  preparing 
its  detailed  plans,  because  nuaerous  deviations  based 
on  actual  site  conditions  will  be  required.  These 
plans  will  be  subaltted  to  the  Coaalsslon  prior  to 
construction. 


AU-I3I 

AL2-I32 

AL2-133 

AL2-134 

AL2-I35 
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AL-63 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  6. 


See  response  to  Comment  AL2-I09  above. 

Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapters  4B.  4L,  and  6. 

-"“line  2,  3L, 


AL-64 


P«a«/Pata/Ltn» 


Cob 


Quest  Ion 


At2-i36 


Cj  All 


AL2-137  B-l-Jj  III.  Aj  All 
AL2-I38 


AL2-I39 


Cl  All 
C)  All 


AL2-M0 


III.  C)  All 


AL2-I4I  B-l-<j 


D>  All 


This  paragraph  needs  clarification  because  It  is 
aablquous  and  Altanont  It  unable  to  ascertain  what  the 
Coaaitalon  wants.  If  the  OBIS  is  teferrlnq  to  canips 
across  the  bar  ditch  of  toads  and  highways,  Altamont 
proposes  to  construct  teaporary  subsoil  ramps.  Topsoil 
previously  stripped  will  be  stockpiled  separately. 
Altaaont  does  not  propose  to  use  off-site  oaterlals 
such  as  crushed  atone,  but  will  aalntaln  all  roads  In  a 
safe  and  passable  condition. 

See  coaaents  on  page  4a-S,  para.  3,4. S. 

It  la  not  necessary  or  practicable  to  construct  and 
salntain  teaporary  slope  breakers  during  construction. 
Petaanent  slope  breakers  will  be  Installed,  where 
necessary,  during  final  cleanup. 

Retaining  vegetative  strips  and  placing  slit  fences  Is 
not  warranted  at  roads  crossed  at  the  base  of  slopes  or 
at  all  streaa  crossings,  given  the  reduced 
precipitation  levels  experienced  In  Montana  and 
HyoBlng.  Experience  has  shown  that  Improperly  placed 
bates  have  led  to  severe  erosion  and  washouts  In  sudden 
rainstorms.  If  construction  occurs  during  periods  of 
excessive  rain,  Altanont  will  take  appropriate  erosion 
control  measures.  Therefore,  this  provision  of  the  BIS 
should  be  modified  to  allow  Altamont  appropriate 


Trench  breakers  ace  designed  and  Installed  to  reduce 
the  potential  for  water  running  down  the  trench  line 
and  eroding  the  backfill  material.  Specific  locations 
and  spacing  will  be  determined  In  the  field  and  should 
not  be  dictated  by  ‘role  of  thumb"  practices.  Bather, 
they  will  be  based  on  site-specific  soil  and  climactic 
(l.e.,  cainfall)  conditions.  Altamont  proposes  to 
select  the  locations  for  all  trench  breakers  utilizing 
sound  engineering  practices  during  the  construction 
phase  of  the  project . 

It  la  not  always  feasible  for  permanent  erosion  control 
measures  to  be  Installed  within  such  a short  period 
after  the  trench  la  backfilled.  Frequently,  although 
■ectlons  of  fhe  pipeline  may  be  backfilled  and  clean-up 
f-lnlshed,  access  to  the  right  of  way  may  still  be 
needed  for  the  tle-ln  crews  and  for  hydrostatic 
testing.  Thus  the  wording  In  the  DEIS  should  be 
changed  to  slate  that  erosion  control  measures  will  be 
installed  "within  10  days  after  the  trench  Is 


Comment  noted.  Sec  response  to  Commenl  AL2-49  above.  Altamont  would  be  reouired  to 
adhere  to  this  particular  provision  of  our  Plan  unless  local  permit  conditions  dictate  otherwise. 


AL2-I37  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-50  above. 


AL2-138 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-I3S  above. 


AL2-I39 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  response  to  Commenl  AL2-I35  above. 


^L2-I40 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-135  above. 


kL2-14l  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-I35  above. 
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AL2-I42  B-l-5;  IV.  Pj  All 


AL2-H3  V.  AJ>  All 


AL2-144 


All 


AL2-I45 


C4;  All 


AL2-I46 


All 


t:\<Joc«\TGB91A02.WPD 
A/B  DoeuBcnti 
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r and  soli  i 


The  spacing  requlreaei 
waterbarai  should  be  t 


Dlfte 


for  slope  breakers  (beras  or 
*d  as  a rough  guideline  rather 
rule,  as  currently  stated  in  the  DEis 
-jstures  have  varying  susceptibility  to 
hu'*?  ipsclng  should  be  deteralned 

by  field  judgaent.  The  EIS  should  be  revised  to  allow 
Altaaont  tlesiblllty  In  this  regard. 

« .^lli  ■..db.d  1,  dnd„l,.bl.  Id  ,d 

erosion  and  should  not  be  coapelled.  The  EIS  should  b« 
revised  to  allow  Altaaont  to  leave  soil  surface  in  a 
roughened  condition  to  create  an  Irregular  seedbed 
which  will  trap  seed  and  snow,  provide  alcrosltes  for 
seed  geralnatlon.  reduce  the  effects  of  wind  and  reduce 
soil  aoveaent  on  steeper  slopes. 

The  aulchlng  techniques  described  In  this  paragraph 
ljute  aattlng  and  atraw  aulchlng)  are  not  fleslble 
enough  for  the  varied  envlronaental  conditions  along 
Altaaont's  route.  For  esaaple,  Jute  aattlng  Is  not 
actually  a aulch.  It  la  acre  properly  considered  a 
seed  and  erosion  control  blanket.  Jute  aattlng  aay  not 
e appropriate  at  aany  sites  along  the  Altaaont  route, 
particularly  where  Jute  will  not  biodegrade  easily 
because  of  the  dry  cllaate.  Slallatly,  two  tons/acres 
of  .t,..  .ulcb  b.  l„  ,b...  dr, 

as  such  an  anount  of  aulch  will  take  too  long  to 
degrade  and  can  ‘choke  out*  seeded  areas.  One  to  1.5 
tons/acres.  If  properly  applied  and  crisped,  should  be 
sufficient.  However,  successful  crlaplng  asy  be 
difficult  In  rocky  soils,  and  crlaplng  aay  be 
aesthetically  unacceptable  In  visually  sensitive  areas 
Therefore.  Altaaont  proposes  to  suppleaent  these 
techniques  with  other  aulchlng  aethods,  such  as 
hydroBulchlng  or  eicelslor  aats.  to  create  the 
fleilblllty  needed  for  successful  rehabilitation  of  the 
Altaaont  right-of-way.  The  EIS  should  be  revised  to 
reflect  these  corrections. 


Broadcast  seeding  should  be  used,  as  opposed 
seeding,  In  order  to  achieve  a better  dlstrlt 
plants,  ellalnate  unsightly  drill  rows,  and  t 
^•tter  as tabl Ishaent  of  saall-seeded  species, 
should  be  revised  to  allow  broadcast  seeding. 

See  Cooments  on  page  8-1-6,  para.  V.B.l. 


> drill 
:ion  of 


The  EIS 


AL2-142 


you  for  your  comment.  Sec  response  to  Comment 
Plan  acknowledges  that  some  judgement  is  required  in  its 


AL2-135  above, 
application. 


Page  B-1-1  of  our 


AL2-143 


Comment  accepted.  See  change  to  Chapter  B- 1 . 


AU-144 


Comment  noted, 
climates. 


Appendix  B-1  has  been  reviad  to  allow  for  lower  oiolching  rales  In  dner 


AL2-145 


Comment  noted.  See  revision  to  Appendix  B-1. 


AL2-I46 


Sec  response  to  Comment  AL2-144. 


Hatch  4,  1991 
12:49  pa 


AL-65 


AL-66 


P*qg/Paf«/Llne 


AL2-I47 


All 


AL2-M9  B-3-1) 


All 


AL2-I50  B’3-l: 


All 
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CoBiwent  or  Question 

ftevegetat Ion  to  provide  70  percent  covet  I*  not.  as  the 
DEIS  seema  to  epeclfy.  appropriate  (or  the  Altamonl 
route.  Hlqh  rainfall  areas  ace  not  present  and 
reveqetatlon  success  should  be  based  on  comparison  to 
adjacent  vegetation.  Likewise,  one-plant-per-square- 
foot  may  not  be  appropriate  (or  some  badland-type 
area*,  because  there  Is  no  ealstlng  vegetation  in  such 
ateas  and  overplanting  would  create  a sharp  contrast  to 
existing,  adjacent  areas.  Success  should  be  based  on 
comparison  to  adjacent  vegetation  after  two  or  three 
growing  seasons,  after  consultation  with  relevant 
agencies.  The  EIS  should  be  revised  accordingly. 

Altamont  believes  that  these  seeding  cates,  as  revised 
by  the  Commission,  are  quite  low  (or  successful 
revegctatlon  featuring  mainly  native  species  on 
relatively  harsh  (e.g.,  arid,  windy,  alkaline,  acidic, 
etc.)  sites.  In  particular,  the  seeding  cates 
specified  by  the  Commission  for  the  sandy,  high  erosion 
potential,  saline,  acidic  and  alkallne/aodlc  mixtures 
are  extremely  low  and  may  result  in  poor  'takes.* 
Furthermore,  recalculation  of  seeding  cates  based  on 
pounds  PLS,  rather  that  PLS/square  foot,  can  result  In 
unbalanced  ratios  of  various  species  within  a given 
mixture.  It  Is  more  effective  and  ecologically 
balanced  to  formulate  seeding  mixtures  on  PLS/square 
foot  (or  each  specie*.  Therefore.  Altamont  suggests 
that  the  original  seed  mixtures  submitted  in  its 
Environmental  Report  be  retained,  instead  of  the 
recalculated  mixtures  presented  In  the  DEIS. 

Blue  grama  was  omitted  from  the  original  seeding 
mixtures  submitted  by  Altamont.  Altamont  believes  It 
should  be  retained.  Blue  grama  is  a drought-tolerant 
native  species  already  growing  along  much  of  the  route, 
and  using  it  will  help  blend  the  pipeline  right  of  way 
into  the  surrounding  landscape.  It  has  already  proved 
its  value  for  aesthetics  and  erosion  control  through 
its  successful  us*  In  a variety  of  reclamation  projects 
in  Hontana  and  Myomlng.  In  addition,  it  will  not 
attract  excessive  grazing  by  wildlife  or  livestock. 

The  DEIS  recommends  that  sheep  fescue  be  used  only  at 
sites  above  5.000  feet  In  Montana,  and  7,500  feat  In 
Myomlng.  Altamont  disagrees  with  this  recommendation. 
Sheep  fescue  has  been  used  successfully  in  mine 
reclamation  at  elevations  of  4,000  feet  in  Montana,  and 
would  likely  be  suitable  at  some  sites  below  7500  feet 
In  Wyoming. 


Appendix  B1  allows  for  the  use  of  adjacent  undisturbed  cover  as  a guide  for  determining 
whether  or  not  revegeialion  is  successful. 


AL2-I48 


Thank  you  for  your  comments.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-S5  above  and  revisions  to 
Appendix  B-3. 


AU- 149  See  response  to  Stale  of  Montana  Comment  SA7-73. 


AL2-150  Comment  noted.  See  revision  to  Appendix  B-3. 


AL2-I5I 


P<Q»/Pdfa/Lln» 

B-J-lr  Bli  All 


AL2-152  B-3-lj 


B2t  All 


AL2-IS3  B-J-l, 


B3i 


All 


AL2-155  B-3-2;  eS|  All 


AL2-I56  8-3-21 


All 
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S«nd  blucttea,  little  bluest* 

disagrees.  These  three  sped 
coeponcnts  of  sandy  sites  in 
consultants'  experience  with 
if  broadcast  seeding  is  used, 
usually  becoae  established. 


Prairie  coneflower  was  oaitted  froa  the  loaay  site 
revegetatlon  alxture.  Altaaont  disagrees.  Altaaont's 
consultants  have  planted  thla  speclea  successfully  in 
reclaaation  projects  in  the  region,  and  It  provides 
Increased  diversity  In  the  proposed  seed  aixture. 


Inland  saltgrass  was  oaitted  froa  the  si 
revegetatlon  aixture.  Altaaont  disagrei 
saltgrass  la  well  adapted  to  saline  sites,  is  valuable 
particularly  palatable 
ivestoclt.  It  will  not  attract  wildlife 
saline  sites,  thereby  facilitating 


to  wildlife  I 
or  livestock 
rehabilitation  and  blending  of  these 
surrounding  landscape 


I the 


Thicksplke  wheatgrass  and  blrdsfoot  trefoil  were 
oaitted  froa  the  clay  site  aixture.  Altaaont 
disagrees,  with  the  reaoval  of  thicksplke  wheatgrass, 
no  sod-foraing  grass  species  reaaln  in  the  aixture.  In 
addition,  a leguae  such  as  blrdsfoot  trefoil  would  be 
useful  as  a nitrogen  fixer  in  clay  soils. 

Inland  saltgrass  was  oaitted  froa  the  high  erosion 
potential  site  revegetation  aixture.  Altaaont 
disagrees.  Inland  saltgrass  was  originally  Included 
because  it  is  a sod-foralng  grass  which  produces 
vigorous  rhlroaes  and  stolons  and  Is  relatively 
unpalatable  to  wildlife  and  livestock,  and  ig  therefore 
suitable  for  revegetatlon  at  high  erosion  sites. 

Thicksplke  wheatgrass  and  western  wheatgrass  were 
oaitted  froa  the  wet  site  revegetatlon  aixture. 

Altaaont  disagrees.  Reaoval  of  these  species  Halts 
the  sod-foralng  species  in  the  aixture. 


•Garrison  creeping  eeadow  foxtail*  was  added  to  the 
site  aixture.  This  species'  designation  is  confusi 
Actually,  Garrlxon  is  the  cultlvar  of  creeping  foxt 
{Alopecurus  arundinaceusi > aesdow  foxtail 
eratensia)  was  the  species  Altaaont  originally 
recoaaended.  Slallarly,  -Basin  wlldrye-  was  added 
the  seed  aixture,  but  is  identified  on  page  B-3-7  a 


A-29 


s:z:srB Br"  •» 


AU-152  Common  accepted.  See  revisions  to  Appoidia  B-3. 

AU-153  Comment  accepted.  See  revisions  to  Appendix  B-3. 


AU-154 


alteniaiive  u allowed  by  DEIS  Rcco^eSdluon  1 ‘ added  « an 


AL2-I55 


Commenl  accepted.  See  revisions  to  Appendix  B-3. 


AL2-156 


Commenl  noted.  Wesiem  wheatgrass 
subsiiiuied  for  Thickspike  wheatgrass. 
Appendix  B-3. 


was  relumed,  and  another  sod-forming  species  was 
Other  changes  have  also  been  made.  See  revisions  lo 


AL-67 


AL-68 


AU-1S6 

(coot) 


-J-6;  Table  B-3-X 


Coiment  or  Quest  ton 

Elvaua  trltlcoldea.  E,  trltlcoldea  la  actuall/ 
creeping  (or  beardlesa)  wlldcye.  Baaln  wlldrye  la  E_. 
clneceua.  The  EtS  needa  to  be  changed  to  allow  Cor 
both  klnda  oC  wheatgraaa  and  to  convert  the  description 

Inland  aaltgrasa,  crested  wheatgrass  and  thickspike 
wheatgrass  were  oaltted  Ctoa  the  alkal inc/sodlc 
revegetatlon  aixture.  Altaaont  disagrees.  All  three 
of  these  species  are  sod-tor«lng,  which  la  Inportant  In 
erodlble  soils.  Two  of  the  species  are  alkal Ine/sodlc 
tolerant.  Although  It  la  not  a native  grass  species, 
the  Bphrala  cultlvar  of  created  wheatgrass  tecoaaiended 
by  AltaBont  Is  a low-statuted  (which  will  help  blend 
the  right-oC*way  with  the  surrounding  landscapel.  sod- 
foralng  species,  tolerant  of  a variety  of  soil 
conditions.  (It  is  laportant  to  note  Chat  a 
considerable  variety  of  alkailne/sodlc  conditions  say 
be  expected  along  Altaaont's  route|. 

The  OEIS  states  that  Indian  rlcegrass  nay  be  added  to 
the  seed  lalxCuces  used  In  Hill,  Choteau,  Stillwater  and 
Carbon  Counties  In  Montana.  Indian  rlcegrass  la 
already  a conponent  of  the  sandy  site  isixture  proposed 
by  Altaoont,  and  does  not  need  to  be  specially 
designated  Cor  these  counties.  In  addition,  the 
difference  between  pound  PLS/acre  vs.  PLS/sguare  Coot 
was  discussed  above  In  our  cowsent  to  B-3-l>  Al:  All. 
The  BIS  should  be  corrected  here  as  well. 

Altanont  believes  the  seeding  ratio  oC  forbs  to  grasses 
Is  quite  high  Cor  a sandy  site  aixture.  In  particular. 
Che  rate  Cor  white  Dutch  clover  Is  high.  Altamont's 
consultants  have  found  that  such  high  ratios  ate  often 
not  successful  at  sandy  sites  In  this  region. 

Altanont  believes  that  the  seeding  rate  for  prairie 
sandreed  Is  too  low,  since  this  Is  an  axtrenely  useful 
species  Cor  erosion  control  In  this  geographic  region. 
Furtheraorc,  this  seeding  nlxture  deleted  Altamont's 
recommendation  to  use  an  annual  rye.  Altanont 
disagrees,  since  this  deletion  could  result  In 
Increased  Initial  erosion.  Altanont  believes  that  the 
Increased  total  seeding  rate  Cor  Che  high  erosion 
potential  nlxture,  rccomnended  by  the  Commission,  nay 
be  too  high  In  that  interspecl C Ic  competition  may 
defeat  Its  purpose.  Altanont  believes  that  the  ratio 
oC  forbs  to  grasses  (particularly  the  rate  Cor  yarrow) 
is  too  high,  since  forbs  are  not  as  effective  as 
grasses  at  stablllrlng  erodlble  soils.  Finally, 


AU-157  Commcnl  noled  Crated  wheatgrass  is  opposed  because  of  its  non-naiive  suius  and  invasive 
growth  habiU.  Inland  saltgrass  has  been  replaced.  See  revisions  to  Appendix  B-3. 


AL2-158 


Comment  noted.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-55  above. 


AL2-159 


Comment  noted.  See  response  to  Comment  AL2-55  above. 


AL2-I60 


See  previous  response.  Several  of  your  concerns,  including  deletion  of  creeping  wheatgrass 
have  been  addressed.  See  revisions  to  Appendix  B-3. 
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(cont)  I 

AL2-161 


Paq»/Parj/Llni. 


B-3-9iTablq  B-3-1 


AL2-I62 

AL2-I63 


AL2-164  c-3-2;  l.D7b:  All 

AL2-I65  C-3-2J  I.D7C,  All 


AL2-166I  C-3-4; 

I 

AL2-167|  C-3-5I 
AL2-J68  C-3-61 


It.  ei;  All 
II.  02)  All 

II.  C5i  All 
It.  22:  All 


AL2-I69 

AL2-170 


E-2-I  to 
e-3i  All 

E-3-1  to 
E-3:  All 


Appen. 


Cow»nt  or  Question 

Clarl (teat  ton  la  required. 

Altaaont  beliaves  the  total 
alkaline/sodic  aoila  la  too 
condi t Iona. 


aeedinq  rate  (ot 

low  for  theae  special  site 


The  Yellowstone  Blver  at  HP  268.1  should  be 
aa  Clark’s  Fork  of  the  Yellowstone. 


Identified 


The  Beaver  Creek  nlnor  ceallqni 
1990  avoids  a crossing  of  Stast 


tt  filed  November  28, 


See  comments  on  page  4C-12,  para.  3. 


Altamont  can  complete  Instream  construction  at  minor 
perennial  stream  crossings  within  24  hours,  unless 
blasting  is  necessary,  In  which  case  eonstru^lon  will 
proceed  as  quickly  as  possible.  Therefore,  the 
Commission  should  revise  the  BIS  to  allow  Altamont 
additional  time  for  construction.  If  blasting  is 
required. 


See  comment  on  page  4E-9)  5:  All. 


See  comment  on  page  4E-10,  para.  2. 


The  requirement  of  temporarily  r 
with  annual  ryegrass  contradicts 
4fi-6,  which  says  temporary  seedl 
The  CIS  should  be  revised  to  oml 
ryegrass  temporary  revegetat ion. 


evegetatlng  wetlands 
I paragraph  2 on  page 
ng  la  not  recommended. 
I the  requirement  for 


§18  Comments  of  Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company 
the  DEIS  at  p.  13. 


This  table  of  wetland  and  riparian  area  crossings 
should  be  revised,  based  on  the  minor  route 
realignments  filed  by  Altamont  on  November  28,  1990. 


AU-161 


See  response  to  Comment  AL2-159  above. 


AU-162 

AU-163 

AL2-I64 

AL2-165 


Comment  accepted.  Sec  change  to  Appendix  C-2. 

See  response  to  Comment  AL2-37  above. 

See  response  to  Comment  AL2-61  above. 

nank  you  for  your  comment.  Sec  response  to  Comment  AL2^9  above. 


AU-166 

AU-167 

AU-168 


See  response  to  Comment  AL2-73  above. 

See  response  to  Comment  AL2-74  above. 
Comment  noted.  See  change  to  Chapter  4B. 


AL2-169  Tli,,k  ,ou  fo,  your  common!.  Soc  rospouro  lo  Common.  AU-13  in  Aiumonl’,  prramblo. 

AU-170  Commool  accoplod.  Soo  otioogo,  .o  Appondix  E-3  and  vahons  chaplor,  of  ,ho  FEIS. 
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AL-69 


igardiag  th»  Propoaaci  POT/POftB 


»J#et 


AL3-I 


S-12f 


CoffiMBt  Qr  Quaetlon 

Th*  FEIR  idantifivd  17  petantlaUy  aetlva  fauXta  that 
tha  PCtB  plpaXiti*  would  croaa  in  California.  Tha  DEIR 
originally  indieatad  thara  would  ba  21  aurfaca  faulca 
eroaaad  by  tha  combinad  PCT/PC6E  projact.  Tha  OEIS, 
on  tha  othar  hand,  idantifiaa  only  S potantially 
activa  faulta  that  tha  coinbinad  PGT/PC6B  pipalina 
would  croaa.  Thia  diacrapancy  naana  that  tha  DEIS 
arronaoualy  incorporatad  tha  data  froo  tha  PBIR  and 
thia  ahould  ba  corraetad  in  tha  BIS  to  adopt  tha 


AL3-2 


S*12f  Tabla 


-12|  Tabla  S-2|  9 


t*12i  Tabla  S-2| 


>-13>  Tabla  S-2;  1 


Tha  DEIR  idantiflad  36.9  Dilaa  of  land  with  high 
landallda  potantial  that  would  ba  eroaaad  by  tha 
conbinad  PCT/POtB  projact,  whila  tha  FBIR  idantiflad 
9.3  ailaa  of  auch  land  eroaaad  by  tha  PGSE  portion 
alona.  Tha  DBIS,  on  tha  othar  hand,  idantifiaa  only 
3.5  ailaa  of  auch  land  that  would  ba  eroaaad  by  tha 
PG6E  portion  and  12.2  nilaa  by  tha  FCT  portion  of  thia 
pipalina.  Thia  diacrapancy  maana  that  tha  OBIS 
arronaoualy  incorporatad  tha  data  from  tha  PBIR  and 
thia  ahould  ba  corraetad  in  tha  BIS  to  adopt  tha 
PSIR'a  concluaion. 

Tha  DBIS  idantifiaa  2 watar  body  croaainga  with 
contaainatad  aadimanta  for  tha  PC6B  portion,  wharaaa 
tha  FBIR  in  Tabla  2~6  idantifiaa  7 auch  croaainga  for 
PGSE.  Thia  diacrapancy  Mana  that  tha  OBIS 
arronaoualy  incorporatad  tha  data  from  tha  PBIR  and 
thia  ahould  ba  corraetad  in  tha  BIS  to  adopt  tha 
FBIR'a  coneluaion. 

Tha  DBIS  idantifiaa  only  6111.7  total  acraa  of  land 
that  would  ba  tamporarily  diaturbad  by  tha  PC6B 
portion,  wharaaa  tha  OBIR  in  Tabla  48-1  idantifiaa 
12,394  acraa  that  would  ba  tamporarily  diaturbad  by 
PG6E.  Thia  diacrapancy  naana  that  tha  DBIS 
arronaoualy  incorporatad  tha  atata'a  data  and  thia 
ahould  ba  corraetad  in  tha  BIS. 

For  acraa  of  watland/riparian  habitat,  Tabla  S-2  fails 
to  Ineluda  tha  numbar  of  acraa  of  varnal  pool  habitat 
eroaaad  by  tha  PCT/FC6B  pipalina.  Aa  a raault,  tha 
Tabla  also  doaa  not  show  whathar  tha  pro)aet'o  inpacta 
on  auch  raaourcaa  ara  conaidarad  tamporary  or 
pamanant.  Although  thaaa  ahallow  poola  ara  nora 
auacaptibla  to  parnanant  and  irravaraibla  inpacta  from 
pipalina  construction  than  aatuarina,  paluatrine, 
rivarina,  or  lacustrina  watlanda,  tha  DBIS  faila  to 
provida  any  diacuaaion  of  tha  potential  inpacta  to 
thaaa  iaolatad  watlanda,  including  varnal  poola  near 
but  not  directly  in  tha  path  of  tha  propoaad  pipalina. 
(Sfif  0K19  AC  3E-9/10  and  Appendix  B-3.)  Indeed,  tha 
CPUC  idantiflad  thia  aa  a aerloua  potantial  problem 
with  tha  PGT/FG6B  route.  (FEIR,  Ch.  3.|  Tharafora, 
tha  Cooniaaion  naada  to  apacifically  review  the 
PCT/PC6B  route  to  ascartain  how  much  varnal  pool 
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(STAFF’S  RESPONSE  TO  APPENDIX  B) 


AL3-1  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  do  nol  believe  that  all  EIS  daU  that  are  discrepant  with 

those  of  the  FEIR  necessarily  need  to  be  corrected  to  reflect  the  FEIR's  conclusions  The  FEIS 
only  inMiporates  relevant  portions  of  the  FEIR  by  reference.  We  do  not  view  the  FEIR’s 
conclusions  with  regard  to  geological  hazards  within  the  POT  route  to  be  relevant  and 
therefore,  we  do  not  incorporate  such  daU  into  the  FEIS.  The  PGT/PG4E  project  loops  would 
cross  two  active  surface  faults  in  California  and  two  elsewhere.  We  highlighted  the  faulu 
crossed  by  the  PGT  route  (see  Table  3 A- 1 of  FEIS)  due  to  their  documented  Holocene  activity 
All  other  surface  faults  crossed  by  the  PGT  project  route  have  been  determined  to  exhibit 
Quaternary  activity.  We  therefore  stand  by  our  analysis  of  available  data. 

AU-2  Think  you  for  your  comment.  We  cannot  explain  why  there  is  such  a large  discreoanev 

tetween  the  CPUC's  DEIR  and  the  FERC's  DEIS  with  regard  to  miles  of  landslide  potential^ 
In  our  attempt  to  reconcile  the  data  contained  in  the  two  documents,  we  have  examined  them 
in  detail  in  order  to  locale  the  areas  that  contained  landslide  potential.  While  the  DEIS  data  is 
supported  by  specific  locations  that  are  delineated  by  milepost  intervals  (see  EIS  and  EIS  Map 
Volume),  no  such  support  was  found  in  the  DEIR.  other  than  the  staled  36.9  miles  of  landslip 

potential  in  Table  4A-I  of  that  document.  Because  the  two  documents  are  discrepant  it  should 

« be  aulomalicall,  auumed  lhal  Ihe  DEIS  is  in  error.  We  Uierefore  slanrl  by  trur  nnnJvsi,  of 
available  data.  i 

AL3-3  Footnote  C to  both  Table  5-2  and  6-1  indicates  that  the  number  ’(olnly  includes  waterbodies 

with  Isncaro  contaminated  sediments*  (emphasis  added).  Therefore,  the  number  referenced  in 
these  tables  is  correct.  Please  refer  to  the  CPUC’s  DEIR.  Table  4C-3  and  page  4C-5  for  a 
discussion  of  this  subject.  ’ 

AL3-4  The  number  6111.7  was  taken  from  the  Column  *Con$truclion  Right-of-Way*  for  the  Sate  of 
California  in  the  DEIR  Table  3D-1.  This  corresponds  to  the  PG&E  project  coly  impacts 
Table  4B-I  in  the  DEIR  identifies  soil  impacts  for  both  the  PGT/PG&E  projects  as  a whole. 

AL3-5  Thank  you  for  your  opinion.  As  you  point  out.  the  CPUC  adequately  addressed  this  issue  in 

its  FEIR.  In  addition,  the  CPUC,  in  its  decision  8 December  27,  1990  authorizing  the 
constniclion  of  PG&E's  facilities,  attached  mitigation  requirements  which  it  determined  would 
minimize  or  eliminate  environmental  impacts. 
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Thla  Table  only  preeente  dati 

and  PGtt  facilltiea  (1743  tn* 
reapectlvely).  However,  the 
DEIS  (at  4E-S)  atatee  that  fo 
unUego  p.r».g.gi  .It.r.tlon, 

.dopt «■»  to 

The  DEIS  Identlflee  0 acree  of  k< 
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The  DEIS 


affected 
portion,  while 

The  POT  conetcuctlon  achedule  doee  nor  ..k 

December  30,  1990  letter  from  Jack  falll^  to  th^ 
secretary  of  the  Coanlealon  reoardino  « r.5?-  5 
tentative  echedule.  r-gardlng  a revlaed 

'?  '•d»gbi.R  tb.t  th.  croc 

Impacte  that  the  original  route  poaed.  * 


AL3-6 


Comment  noted.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  4E. 


AU-7 


See  response  to  Comment  AL3-7. 


AL3-9  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  1. 
AL3-10  See  revised  Chapter  1. 

AL3-1I  See  revised  Chapter  2. 
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yQe/P«r«/Lii 

2-32|  3,  4 


Commant 


2-33f  S;  IS 


Tha  DEIS  appaara  to  capraaant  that  POSE  will,  in  fact, 

Kowavar,  tha  CPOC  adoptad  tha  Japaon  Prairia  Praaarva 
Aitarnatlva  tiouta  B rathar  than  hltarnativa  c 
{Hitiqation  Haaaura  61C;  Pindinqa  of  Pact  163). 

Bithar  tha  BIS  ahould  ba  anandad  to  raflact  tha  raault 
of  tha  CPUC'a  daciaion,  or,  if  tha  Conniaaion  doaa  not 
agraa  with  that  caaiiQnnant,  tha  BIS  ahouid  ba  cavlaad 
to  aaplain  tha  baaia  for  tha  dlaagraamant  and  to 
provida  for  anothar  aceaptabia  altarnativa  couta. 

ha  tha  OBIS  ia  writtan,  it  would  appaac  that  thia  coat 
of  $237-239  million  appllaa  to  tha  altarnativa  portion 
of  tha  routa  only.  Altamont  baliavaa  that  it  ia 
intandad  to  includa  a largar  aagmant  of  tha  PC6B 
routa.  including  that  variation.  Thia  ahould  ba 
clarifiad  in  tha  BIS. 

Tha  DBIS  appaara  to  rapraaant  that  POSE  will,  in  fact, 
follow  Brantwod  ttouta  Altarnativa  1 and  ia  unelaar 
about  tha  Brantwood  Coopraaaor  Station's  location. 

Tha  CPUC  adoptad  tha  Brantwood  Route  Altarnativa  4,  aa 
modifiad  by  tha  incorporation  of  tha  Contra  Coata 
Rarouta  (Mitigation  Maaauraa  30,  61b(  Pindinga  of  Pact 
1S5),  and  tha  Brantwood  Coopraaaoc  Station  Sita  C 
(Pindinga  of  Pact  1S6).  Bithar  tha  BIS  ahould  ba 
anandad  to  raflact  tha  raault  of  tha  CPUCa  daciaion. 
or,  if  tha  Comoiaaion  doaa  not  agraa  with  that 
raaiignnant,  tha  SIS  ahould  ba  raviaad  to  explain  tha 
baaia  for  the  diaagraamant  and  to  provida  for 
acceptable  altarnativa  routing  for  conpraaaor  station 
siting. 

Tha  OBIS'  total  cost  astimata  of  $S4S  million  for  tha 
PC6B  section  of  tha  projaet  ia  incorraet.  This  coat 
astimata  ia  baaed  on  1988  dollars.  Whan  annual 
aacalation  rataa  are  applied  for  tha  yaara  1989 
through  1994,  the  capital  cost  is  actually  $696 
million.  tPacific  Gas  and  Elactrie  Co..  Okt.  No.  90- 
12-119.  at  168. ) 

In  addition,  tha  OEIS's  PCT  and  PCB  coat  astinataa  do 
not  includa  all  anvlronnantal  mitigation  coots.  Tha 
final  daciaion  of  tha  CPUC  atataa  'wa  find  it 
raaaonabla  to  asauma  a coat  cap  of  $40  million  for  tha 
anvlronmantal  costa  of  tha  Expansion  Project  (PCSB 
only).  This  number  ia  wall  within  tha  range  of  tha 
aatimatas  on  tha  record.  Ha  conclude  that  it  ia 
raaaonabla  to  expect  that  mitigation  maaaucas  will 
cost  up  to  $40  million.*  (1^.  at  134.)  Tha  decision 
further  states  that  anvironmantal  costa  ahould  ba 
added  to  tha  applicant's  estimated  construction  cost 
cap  of  $S44.e  million  (1988  dollars).  (Id-  at  168.) 

Therefore,  tha  final  BIS  naads  to  ba  revised  to 
account  for  these  additional  coats.  At  laast 
$40  million  in  mitigation  coats  for  the  PC6B  portion 
should  be  added  to  tha  total  cost  of  the  project,  plue 
any  additional  mitigation  costs  that  will  be  incurred 
due  to  additional  mitigation  maasuras  imposed  by  tha 
Comalasion.  Likewise,  for  the  PCT  portion,  tha 
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AL3'I2  See  response  (0  Comment  AL3-1 1. 

AL3-13  See  response  to  Comment  AL3-12. 


AL3-14  See  response  to  Comment  AL3-13. 


AL3-I5 


Cost  presented  in  Chapter  2 are  estimates,  as  both  the  tent  and  table  indicate.  Staff  has  revised 
this  section  to  indicate  that  cost  estimates  an  based  on  1988  dollars. 
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AU-16 


See  revised  Chapler  2. 


HiMk  you  for  tWi  infonnation.  Because  Chai 
Md  noe  a discussion  of  environmenul  impacts . 
inclusion  in  Chapter  2. 


2 is  a discussion  of  die  -Proposed  Projeel  • 
miugaiion,  this  informalion  is  not  suitable  for 
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AL3-17( 

(coni.) 

AL3-IB| 

AL3-19 
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3-40;  Tabl«  3-8 


3A-1;  4|  S 


AL3-21 


3A-9|  3;  3 
3A-11)  3;  3 


AL3-22  3A-9)  s 

AL3-23  3A-9I  7;  1 


AL3-25|3A-10;  3 
AL3-26  I 3A-10I  «;  4 


Conwnt  or  Quftion 

Th«i«  dbtaa,  which  arc  darivad  from  OOPH'a  'Hacarway 
Habitat  Altaration  Policiaa,*  ahould  ba  apacifiad  in 


Tha  conatruction  apraad  daaeription  doaa  not  match  tha 
ravlsad  apraad  breakdown  contained  in  tha  Oacember  30 
1990  latter  from  Jack  Pallin  to  tha  Secretary  of  tha 
CORiniaaion. 


within  five  milaa  of  the  pipaiina  route.*  A rafaranea 
or  eupport  for  Chia  atatamant  ahould  ba  provided. 

Alao,  tha  DEIS'  oparatin9  definition  for  an  'active* 
fault  la  unclear.  It  appaara  in  later  aactiona  chat 
an  active  fault  is  defined  by  displacemanc  occurrino 
within  tha  Holocene  Epoch  (past  10.000  yaara).  This 
ahould  ba  clearly  atacad.  In  addition,  during  tha 
aaismiciCy  dlacuaalon  tor  tha  Altastont  route,  fault 
activity  ia  discusaad  within  a SO  mile  wide  corridor 
of  tha  route,  not  S milaa  an  in  tha  Pgt  diacuasion. 
This  ahould  bo  corraetad. 


It  in  stated  that  'arena  auacaptibla  to  liquafactior 
would  not  ba  crosaad  by  tha  pipaiina  route  in  Idaho. 
What  is  tha  significance  of  Miocana  and  PlaisCocano 
lacustrine  dopoaita  in  the  area  <l.a.,  tha  Latah 
PormaCion)?  This  information  should  bo  provided. 


It  ia  atatad  that  twalva  historic  aarthquakaa  have 
baan  fait  in  tha  area  but  'lass  than  ona-half  appear 
to  have  baan  gonaratad  locally.*  Support  for  this 
atatamant  should  ba  provided.  In  addition,  because 
tha  Mallula  Cap  Fault  offsets  Plaiatocana  rocka  (DEIS 
at  4A-3;  5;  S),  this  in  an  active  fault  and  ahould  bo 


clearly  identified  ao  such. 


The  Palouse  loaaa  dopoaita  under  cultivation  may  have 
potential  for  liquafaction  where  the  groundwater 
lavela  are  near  the  land  surface.  The  BIS  ahould 
reflect  thin  concern. 


It  is  atatad  that  'the  Columbia  Plateau  province 
section  appears  to  hava  the  moat  significant  potential 
for  slope  stability  problems.*  Loans  hilla  are 
identified  as  genaral  problem  areas  but  thare  ia  no 
diacuasion  of  specific  aitea  of  slope  instability. 

The  BIS  ahould  addreaa  thia  iaaue. 

The  DEIS  atacea  that  tributary  rivers  of  Che  Columbia 
River  have  groaaly  unstable  walla  on  soma  of  their 
alopea  but  does  not  specify  where  these  areas  are. 

The  BIS  should  include  thia  information. 

The  loaaa  hilla  of  the  Palouse  (i.a..  Steptoa  Butte 
State  Park)  should  be  included  in  the  BIS  ao  a unique 
geologic  feature.  (Haahington  State  Department  of 
Recreation,  Whitman  County.) 

The  OBIS  atatea  that  'landaliding  ia  common  where 
heavy  baaalt  flows  overlie  tilted,  altered  tuffaceoua 
rocka  of  early  and  middle  Tertiary  age*  in  Oregon. 
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AL3-18  See  response  to  Comment  AL3-16. 


AU-19  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  3A.  We  believe  the  definiLon  of 
fault  activity  is  sufficiently  clear  when  the  discussion  (in  Chapter  4A)  of  the  significance  criteria 
are  taken  into  account.  On  your  other  issue,  the  purpose  of  the  discussion  of  seismicity  within 
a 50-mile-w.de  comdor  for  the  pipeline  is  to  gel  a regional  -flavor*  of  geologic  conditions,  and 
Its  effect  on  the  rest  of  the  discussion  is  innocuous. 

AL3-20  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  You  are  correct  in  your  evaluation  of  the  presence  of 
unconsolidated  deposits  that  would  be  crossed  by  the  PGT  pipeline  route  in  Idaho  Under  the 
nght  seismic  and  water  saturation  conditions  it  is  possible  that  such  sediments  would  liauefv 
However,  our  statement  that  areas  susceptible  to  liquefaction  would  not  be  crossed  was  a 
renation  of  our  belief,  based  upon  the  previous  statement  in  the  text,  as  corroborated  by  the 
suff  of  the  daho  Geological  Survey,  that  no  major  faults  capable  of  causing  strong  ground 
shaking  are  located  near  the  pipeline  route  in  Idaho.  In  order  to  be  consistent  with  the  text 
pertaining  to  the  Allamont  Project,  we  corrected  the  text  in  the  FEIS  to  reflect  the  number  of 
miles  and  location  of  sediments  that  are  liquefiable  in  Idaho.  Please  see  corrected  Chaoier  3A 
4A,  6 and  Table  5-2.  ^ 

AL3-2I  ^ank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapters  3A  and  7.  With  respect  to  the 
level  of  activity  of  the  Wallula  Cap  Fault,  we  believe  that  its  aedvity  is  made  sufficiently  clear 
when  the  discussion  of  the  signifiamce  criteria  (in  Chapter  4A)  are  taken  into  account. 

AU-22  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  disagree  that  this  is  an  area  for  concern.  The  new  PCT 
pipeline  would  cross  approximately  0.65  miles  of  the  Pulouse  loess  soil.  Of  this  distance  less 
than  1.0  linear  feet  would  be  located  within  the  Union  Rat  Creek  Ooodplain  that  could  be 
subject  to  groundwater  saturation.  Please  note  that  there  are  no  residences  within  at  least 
0.5  miles  of  the  P(jT  pipeline  route  in  this  area.  We  Uierefore  stand  by  our  analysis, 

AL3-23  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

AL3-24  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  revised  Chapter  3A. 


AL3'25  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


AL3-26  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapter  3A. 


AU-26 
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■Queatior 


3A-1I;  3|  1 


3A-13;  7i  4 


ProbTIni.'«i2t!‘^"rg 

canyon  walla  whara  ataap  alopaa  hava  davalooad  in  ^ 
araaa  of  waak.  undarlylng  aandatona.*  Ovarall  it 
appaara  that  tha  potantlal  for  landallda.  Tk 

.♦ifi  tha  Holocana  Epoch.*  Wa  ara 

it  ahould  bo*^raphJa!ad^l!?*tha*BIS^to*’cla«li'^Itit2*''^ 

tha*i!lli?.*l!«*2  ‘PP^^^-thea  of  cracka  along 

tna  Hallula  Cap  Fault  'auggaata  thaw  ara  rueturaa  frM. 
g^und  ahaklng  rathar  than  aurfaca  fault  rupturaa  • 

. " eoneluaion  raachad,  and  doaa  it  raoraaant 

petantial  for  alopa 

atability  problaoa  aaiata  along  tha  canyon  walla  ^ara 
ataap  alopaa  hava  davalopad  in  araaa  of  waak, 
undarlylng  aandatona.*  Kora  datail  ahould  bi  providad 
on  whara  ouch  araaa  arc  found  along  tha  routa.*^ 

Tha  pipallna  corridor  would  travaraa  araaa  at  <-ha 
and  ciarno  Foraationo  ahould  ba  notad  in  tha  Els. 

IllJ*  1"  ??  •“..“..1""  ot  th.  ..II.  ...Crlcll.. 

Fiaaaa  provlda  oupport  for  thio  atatamant. 

'.".Plllt.tl".  pot.ntl.l  tor  . 
■11..  .t.t.d  th.t  -th.  rout,  mold  cro..  33.4 

"r"‘."d  lo  ...hlogtoo,-  Kou...r,  th. 
raiouaa  la  tha  laoat  produetlva  whaat  land  in  tha 
scs"  usia  !*®ii  “hit®*''  county,  Waahington. 

"oild2d^’  ' ' .hoold  b. 
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AU-27  Th^t  y„„  f„,  you,  ^ ^ 

of  these  faults  is  appropnalety  discussed  in  Chapier  4A  *ctivity 


AL3-28  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapter  3A. 


AL3-29  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapter  3A. 


you  for  your  commonl.  A disouisioo  of  soil  rtsuictivt  toturts  spptar,  wid,  rht 
donniuoii  for  r^il.Buon  polenlijl-  in  new  Appendix  B-4.  According  lo^r  research  Inro 
te  rnatler,  die  U.S.  Sorl  ConseryaUon  Servite  designates  prime  farmlands  on  die  basis  of 

r?f^ho  P?  ' "f  P"™ 

,id  ™ H r ” 't ""  *'“■  “ ““  “““•  produedoo 

mr^  r^^  lurnrng  techniques.  Therefore,  inespecrive  of  how  prolrirc  the  Palouse  is,  widi 
respect  to  wheat  production,  the  land  is  not  prime  farmland. 
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"proposad*,  tha  worda  *PCT  portion  of 


AL3-33|  30-3 
AL3-34  30-! 


Tabio  3D-2 
6j  3 


AL3-35 


3E-9J 


AL3-36 


3t-12l 


31-3 


3r-2j  Tabia  3r-l 


Should  atata  diatanca  in  *faat*. 

Tha  DEIS  points  out  that  Bonner  County'a  plan  ia  being 
raviaad.  to  include  a shoreline  managaniant  plan.  The 

of  Piah  and  Wildlife  will  require  any  special  parnita 
for  Cocolalla  Creak  ae  a result  of  tha  raviaion  of  tha 
Bonner  County  coaprahanaiva  plan,  or  whether,  becauaa 
thia  is  a critical  area,  tha  Oapartnant  will  require  a 
apacial  nitigation  plan. 

Tha  OBIS  atataa,  concluaorily.  that  ' [aigricultural 
fialda  and  davalopad  land  provide  liaitad  habitat  for 
wildlife.  Host  use  occurs  as  faading  along  tha  edge 
batwaan  wildlife  habitat  and  agricultural  fields.* 

Thia  should  be  raviaad  to  explain  specifically  what 
wildlife  species  use  this  habitat,  as  wall  as  whether 
this  habitat  is  used  as  hunting  grounds  by  raptors 
and/or  for  faading  by  game  birds. 

Table  3B-3  includes  not  only  fedarally-liatad  epacias. 
but  also  candidate  and  non-listad  state  species  for 
Idaho,  Washington  and  Oregon,  while,  at  the  same  tine, 
it  restricts  the  California  species  addreased  to 
currently  listed  species.  The  Table  and  accosipanying 
text  should  identify  all  special-statue  species  <e.g., 
federally-iistsd,  and  candidate  and  state-listed], 
regardless  of  whether  they  are  federally-listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.  The  title  of  the  Table 
should  be  changed,  and  all  47  of  the  California 
'special-status*  wildlife  species,  identified  in  the 
PEIR  at  Table  3-2,  should  be  included  to  ensure  that 
the  Connission  accurately  evaluates  the  full  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives  thereto. 

The  genus  for  cutthroat  trout  is  Oncorhvnchus  not 
Salmo.  This  Should  be  corrected. 

Add  to  the  'cold  water  game  fish  of  Oregont* 
o Radband  trout/Oncorhvnchus  mvkiss  sao. 

(See  Bshnks,  R.J.,  Monograph  of  the  native 
trouts  of  the  osnus  salnto  of  western  Worth 

America  (U.S.D.A.  Poreat  Service  1979) 

( ’Behnke* ) . ) 


AL3-38 


3P-3j 


Table  3P-2 


'Bedband  trout/oncorhvnchus  ap./C2/— * should 

fish  was  formerly  Salmo  newberrvi.  then  O.  nswberrvi. 
and  is  now  a formal  aubapeeies  of  0.  mvkias.  Several 
stocks  of  redband  trout  in  the  vicinity  of  the  PCT 
route  have  been  elevatad  to  the  status  of  Special 
Concern  by  the  American  Fisheries  Society  and  are 
likewise  considered  by  the  state  of  Oregon.  In 
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AL3>32  Comment  noted. 

AL3-33  Comment  noted. 

AL3-34  As  slated  in  Chapter  4D,  since  the  crossing  would  occur  adjacent  to  the  etisling  PGT  pipeline. 

no  conflict  with  the  management  plan  would  be  expected.  PGT  would  be  required  to  comply 
with  all  conditions  attached  to  their  stream  crossing  permit  by  the  Idaho  DEQ. 


AL3-3S  Staff  believes  that  this  statement  is  accurate.  See  revised  Chapter  3E. 


AL3-36  Tables  3E-3,  4E-2,  4E-3,  4E-5,  and  4E-7,  and  Appendix  E-l  have  been  revised  to  include  only 
FedcraJ-listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  species.  Forest  Service-  or  Bureau  of  Land  Management- 
listed  sensitive  species,  and  state-listed  species.  Natural  Heritage  Program  and/or  Native  Plant 
Society-listed  species  have  been  deleted.  In  addition,  because  the  Endangered  Species  Act  only 
applies  to  FederaJ-lisled  species,  only  these  species  are  identified  in  Table  4E-9  and  the 
'California*  portions  of  appendix  E-l  and  Table  4E-2. 


AL3-37  Comment  noted. 


AL3-38 


Comment  noted. 


Ptam/Parm/LlT^m 

AL3-38 

(cent) 


AL3-39 


AL3-40 


AL3-41 


3r-5; 


•(C«r  2; 


AL3-43|  31-2f  6f  2 
AL3-44|  3N-9»  3 


Coinwfit  I 


13.120 


addition,  tha  qanua  for  cutthroat  trout  la 

chtngaa  In  worth  funarlean  trout  na»^;  • 
Trana.  Flah  Soc.  117(4),  321  (198S);  Hiiul;, 


Tha  DBIS  •tataa  that  -(alt  tha  propoaad  croaalng,  tha 
rivar  provldaa  tranaportation  watar  and  raarlno* 

''•fl<l»d  by  tha  raadar.  Potantlal 
utlU.atlon  and  tlialng  of  warawatar  flah  Ufa  ataoaa 
aaaociatad  with  apaclflc  habltata  at  tha  propoaad* 
eroaalng  ahould  llkawlaa  ba  dlacuaaad. 

Trout  Craak,  rafarancad  In  tha  DtlS,  la  tha  aublact  of 
'■•habllltatlon  affort  aponaorid  by 
Adalnlatratlon  (BPA).  Part  of 
thla  affort  may  Involva  ramaandarlng  tha  Trout  Craak 

from  BPA  2?  •vallabla 

of  riah  S Wlldllfa.  Program 
Spr2h22ld*22  2"  Coordination  with 

anau22  2®"*  ***•  complatad.  to 

ot  th.  i"  ti..  Action 

«• 


ywrllFneH'"  -n-  . 

spacial-statua  Plah.  . (55,  miuami  au 

i'»'®f»ati;r;„  thi.  aSbjStriuo 

*‘^2®  ®^»l*lon  at  503-229-S400, 

703-2095)  *"**  (Craig  Bant  at  S03- 


Idantlfy  all  tribal  groupa  that  war* 
ragardlng  Natlva  Amarlcan  eoncarna  J 
that  aapraaaad  concarn,  and  thoaa  tl 
eoncarna.  and  Identify  all  eoncarna 


a contacted 
In  Idaho,  thoaa 
hat  had  no 
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AL3.39 


The  informalion  presented 
Chapter  4F. 


Chapler  3F  is  adequste  lo  supped  rhe  e.alualion  of  Impscl 


AL3-40 


Thank  you  for  this  informalion.  No  response  required. 


AU-41 


See  response  to  Comment  AL3-40. 


AL3.42  Hie  cilcd  rest  rufm  the  leader  back  to  Table  3F.2,  which  clearly  lisis  ibis  species. 


^L3-43  Comment  noted. 


AL3-44 


See  revised  Chapter  3M. 


AL-77 


p«o«/p»ri/Ltna 


commant 


QueatlCP 


AL3-45  3M-9I  4 

AL3-46  ’ 


Idantify  tribal  qroupa  that  wara  contactad  ra9ardin9 
Nativa  mnarican  conearna  in  Haahln9ton,  thoaa  that 
aapraaaad  conearna,  and  thoaa  that  had  no  conearna, 

Tha  DEIS  lacka  auCflclant  datall  concarnln9  tha  PCtE 
portion  of  tha  PCT/PCtE  propoaal.  Thla  pravanta  a 
valid  cocBparlaon  from  bain9  mada.  for  aitatnpla,  tha 
DEIS  doaa  not  provlda  Information  about  tha 
aignificant  aaiamicity  and  tha  major  actlva  faults 
along  tha  California  portion  of  tha  POT/PCS8  routa. 
Similarly,  tha  DEIS  doaa  not  aay  which  part  of  tha 
46.2  mllaa  of  llquafactlon  potantlal  along  tha  PC6B 
routa  is  'algnlficant*. 

Thaas  daflclanclaa  talaa  tha  following  aarloua 
ouaationa  about  tha  PC6E  portion  of  tha  PCT/PG6B 
propooali  How  many  faults  offaat  during  tha 
Quatarnsry  ara  approachad  within  flva  milaa  in 
California  by  tha  PC6B  routa?  Which  faulta  wara 
offaat  during  tha  Holocana?  Can  risks  at  thaaa 
crosainga  ba  raducad  to  •laaa-than-algniflcant  lavaia 
by  daalgn  maaauras?  what  additional  daalgn  maaauraa 
will  ba  naadad  to  anaura  that  tha  facilitias  will  be 
conatructad  aafaly?  (Ha  nets  that  tha  CPUC  found  that 
thaaa  riaka  wara  significant  and  unmitlgabla. ) (PEIK 
at  2-14  to  2-15;  CPUC  Opinion  in  Pacific  Caa  6 
aiactrte  Co..  0.  90-12-119.  Slip  op.  at  144-45. > 

To  addraaa  thaaa  quaationa.  tha  taxt  and  Tablae  S-2 
and  S-3,  3k-l.  3h-2,  4h-l,  and  6-1  and  Pig.  3k-2  must 
ba  raviaad  to  ineluda  datsilad  information  on  the 
California  portion  of  tha  PCT/PC6E  project.  In 
addition,  the  ta«t  and  aumary  tables  should  ba 
raviaad  to  Indicate  which  geological  impacts  ara 
mitigabla  and  tharafora  •laaa-than-aignlf leant"  and 
which  of  tha  remaining  "algnlficant*  geological 
impacts  ara  likely  to  occur  during  tha  project 
lifespan,  for  tha  entire  length  of  each  project. 

Tha  OBIS  atataa  that  "tha  potantlal  foe  landalidea  to 
occur  along  moot  of  tha  PCT  routa  ia  low."  Bowovar, 
on  page  3lk-9,  tha  DEIS  atataa  that  tha  loess  hills  of 
tha  palouaa  ara  unstable,  as  ara  "canyon  walla  where 
ataap  slopaa  have  developed  in  weak,  underlying 
rocka."  Thaaa  two  atstemanta  appear  to  contradict 
each  other  and  tha  BIS  should  reflect  a consistant 
approach  to  this  iasua. 

Tha  DEIS  atataa  that  "(tjha  PCT  routa  would  not  croso 
any  known  actlva  fault  aonaa."  Thla  atatamant  la 
clearly  incorrect.  Tha  Wallula  Cap  fault  Eons,  tha 
Walker  Rim  Fault  and  tha  Northwest  Rift  Iona  ara  all 
active  geologic  otructuraa  and  should  ba  stated  as 
such.  Impacts  associated  with  construction  acroaa 
these  geologic  atructuras  ara  significant  and  tha  BIS 
should  acknowledge  this  concern.  (DBIR  at  3R-5,  para. 
9i  3A-14,  para.  1;  DBIS  at  Table  3A-1.1 
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AL3-45  See  revised  Chapter  3M. 


AL3-46  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  conclusions  contained  in  the  CPUC's  FEIR  are  incorporated 
by  reference  into  our  DEIS  and  FEIS,  but  only  insofar  as  they  do  not  contradict  our 
conclusions.  For  specific  inforcnalion  about  the  C^ifomia  part  of  the  PGT/PG&E  pipeline 
project,  please  see  the  CPUC's  FEIR.  With  respect  to  other  issues  that  you  raise,  they  can  all 
be  answered  by  careful  examination  of  the  DEIR,  FEIR,  DEIS  and  FEIS  volumes.  For 
example,  the  locations  of  the  significant  faults  and  areas  in  California  that  are  prone  to 
liquefaction  are  to  be  found  in  the  FEIS  map  volume. 


AL3-47  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapter  3A. 


AL3-48 


Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  corrected  Chapter  4A. 


I/Lln. 


Conunr 


notad  that  tha  majority  of  tha  ptt  -«  ► ■noum  ba 
li«a  «Uhln  Saiamlc  Blik  zona  j ’O*) 

ara  araaa  that  will  auatain  daflnltlon 

.vaot  Of  a .p,.ka.  Tha“»"..::?r;:?i2“‘?M.^?.‘t'* 

tn  addition,  on  caoa  3k-ii  t-h^  nv>a  a. 

.pp..r.„c.  of  ‘5* 

« ••  •dPi.  i"  ..cti.n .. 

Tha  liquafactlon  potantlal  of  Miocana  and  Pia«.t..«a.a 

•I'poia  ai.=o.r.;  Ji'i; 

that  of  tha  Palouaa  loaaa  dapoaita.  * 

'hat  -thara  ia  a vary  low 

pJor:rtr:“:hi:S-:v:^?-s;n;Hrr 

"p."i 

Tha  chart  at  tha  bottom  of  tha  paga  li.ta  PCT  aa 
eroaalng  13S  total  oilaa  of  land  with  nodarata  or  hloh 

ballavaa^^rt^^hJi’*' 

!ho!ld  iaS^r!!  Tha  colwlaaion 

•uacijtlblllty  c“Il«2MlJ'*for  tH^T^"* 

bl  l“?o5ir  ■'•’•‘•‘l""-  Tl'i*  lnto™.tlo„  .hould 

by  .h.  p(p.,.„.  .pp.."';;^::; 

undaraatlmatad  in  tha  OBIS.  Tha  Pna-.T.-?~!  ^ri 

Dl^lina^*  "raa  eroaaad  by  tha^WT 

pipallna  and  amand  tha  figura  in  tha  Bis.  ^ 
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AL3-49  Tli^k  commtnl.  We  did  not  deem  il  necno,.  , 

inrormalion  dial  waa  ajrcady  represenled  in  Fieurt  1A  5 "T"  '‘"“"""il 

df  Ihe  lerm  ■modeiaie  damaee,'  and  Uierefore  induded  T^le  d'''^'“''' 

lo  pemm  the  reader  to  draw  hit/h»r  ^ document  m order 

^l^ning  refenmces  lo  -enicS^ and  -ni^inres^and  decid.Jdi^ete'tt'iT'sorfa^  ■"o  «o.leoa 
be  of  no  consequence  to  a buried  pipetine  esoeciallv  if  ihrm  i.  « . ^ ^ ^ 

be  expected  through  fautt-block  movement.  ^ ^ ^ ^ ^P^nl  offset,  as  would 


AU-51  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  However,  in  our  caiefullu  mndd.~i 

account  the  actual  diaancc  between  the  ueareal  vota^it  anTmf^  '^'"7’  ' 


AL3-53  The  column  heading  tiilea  pmv.ded  in  Table  dE-1  glayly  provide  Ute  informalion  reguesmd. 


AU-S4  The  aunr  uliliaed  NWI  mapa,  aerial  phologmphy,  and  aelual  pie  viail,  ,o  deletmine  ihe 
^^ahon  preaenled  ,n  Che  mferenced  pamgraph.  The  slaff  believes  lhat  (his  informalion  is 


AL-79 


P«Q»/P«r4/Llni 


Conwnt  or  Pu»»tl.on 


AL3-5S 


Sp«eial-«C4tu«  plant  apaclaa  avaluationa  (or  PCT 
cannot  bo  (ully  datorainod,  aa  many  apocloa  warn  not 
invantorlad.  (FEIR  at  Rpp.  c,  C-20.)  Tharoforo.  tha 
raaulta  of  1990  Invantorlaa  abould  ba  includad  In  tha 


Tha  DBI9  indlcataa  that  tha  pgt  plpalina  would  eroaa 
through  at  laaat  ona  foraatad  watland  In  Waahlngton. 
Tha  Waahlngton  Stata  Dapartnont  e(  Ecology  (DOBl 
laauaa  Stata  401  Watar  Quality  CartKieationa. 

Although  tha  Dapartaant  will  atrongly  raconDand 
avoldanca  of  all  watlanda,  its  401  cartlf Ication  (If 
grantad)  will  raqulra  that  tha  foraatad  watland  ba 
ravagatatad  with  natlva  traaa  and  ahruba.  Siailar 
raqulramanta  will  likaly  ba  placad  on  othar  dlaturbad 
watlanda  aa  wall.  Howavar,  tha  DEIS  doaa  not  raqulra 
aueh  ravagatation  for  affactad  watlanda  In  Waahlngton. 
Tha  CoRinloalon  should  coordinate  Ita  watland 
•Itigatlon  plana  with  OOE  to  anaura  tha  Oapartmant'a 
raqulraaanta  ara  takan  into  conaldaration. 

Tha  DEIS  atataa  that  -(c)ovar  for  naatlng  habitat  la 
llaltad  in  thla  raglon,  and  naatlng  gana  bieda  tand  to 
coDcaatrata  In  thaaa  araaa.*  Tha  DEIS  goaa  on  to 
contradict  that  atatamant  by  aaylng  that  aubatantial 
portions  of  tha  population  would  ba  affactad  and 
that  tha  loss  of  nesting  habitat  and  affactad  birds  la 
an  Inaianlf leant  Impact,  if  tha  blrda*  naatlng  la 
concantratad  thara,  tha  loss  of  habitat  will  ba 
significant.  Thla  should  ba  clarlflad  or  corraetad 
and  appropriate  altlgatlon  condition#  prescribed. 

Tha  DEIS  atataa  that  ’Bittarbrush-Sandbarg  bluagraaa 
association  on  tha  praaarva  would  apparaatly  not  ba 
affactad  by  the  project.'  Tha  DEIS  provldaa  no  baala 
for  thla  concluaion  about  tha  project'#  impact  on  thla 
apaclal  status  apaclaa  plant.  Thla  should  ba 
axplalnad  in  greater  dapth  in  tha  SIS. 

Similarly,  tha  atatamant  that  '(lit  la  not  known  to 
what  extant  thaaa  comnunltlaa  would  ba  affactad 
outside  tha  praaarva*  la  insufflelant.  Potential 
Impscte  suat  ba  datamlnad  and.  If  naeaaaary, 
mitigation  oaasuraa  apacifiad  In  tha  EIS. 


habitat.  Bv 
impacts  (1.4 
mortality)  v 
Inconaistant 
on  page  4B-J 


tha  laat  aantanca  states  that  the 
reduced  reproductive  auccaaa,  direct 
Id  not  ba  significant.  This  ie 
Ith  tha  aignifieanca  criteria  prasantad 


Tha  first  aantanca  atataa  that  thla  la  'Important* 
habitat.  But,  the  laat  aantanca  atataa  that  tha 
impacts  (i.a.,  nestling  mortality)  would  not  ba 
Significant.  This  la  inconaistant  with  tha 
aignifieanca  criteria  praaantad  on  page  4E-2  and  naada 
to  ba  clarified.  In  addition,  this  paragraph  omits 
mention  of  tha  nunbars  of  acraa  that  would  ba 
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AU-55 


We  disagm  wi(h  your  commenl.  Please  sec  revised  Chapter  4E.  which  fully  discusses  ihe 
results  of  PGT'i  1990  field  surveys. 


AU-56 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  Please  sec  response  to  Commenu  SAll-5  and  SAll-6. 


The  referenced  section  has  been  revised  to  delete  the  statement  that  cover  for  nesting  habitat  is 
limited.  This  revision  is  based  on  information  obtained  in  suffs  visit  to  the  area  in  September 


See  revised  Chapter  4E.  In  addition,  staffs  recommended  mitigation  measure  adequately 
addresses  this  concern.  Please  see  response  to  Comment  GI-42. 


The  last  sentence  of  the  referenced  paragraph  correctly  applies  the  significance  criteria  to  this 
issue,  and  reaches  a consistent  conclusion. 


AL3-60 


See  response  to  Comment  AL3-59. 


AO-«0| 

(COftL) 


tZPar«/Li/ 


Cowrngnt 


habit BC.  Thl#\pp*rant  irw^ihouiS**! 


AL3-65| 

AU-66 


AL3-68|4I-4;  1;  3 


«c“;:  i!;; 

tl.»  dl.trlbution  ib  thj  iaII.il'SIT?'*""  '•’■"Ids 

“S-.Sd'-SSJs"""'- ‘ 

In  addition,  radband  trout  la  a SMcial  star.ia  i 

?^"b;r°C:r  T^" 

7;;;“ »-  -.;uc  L.„d- 
elariflad.  * pmaantad.  Thla  naada  to  ba 

Conaidaratlon  ahould  ba  oivan  to  th^  u.r’,^. 
npproprlata  atandard  for  thla  araa  ??'* 

noiaa  racaptora  at  thla  alt.  h!  : 
tha  noiaa  Impacta  of  tha  aanaltltad  to 

»ora  aanaltlva  to  tha  r.autun*'  ? “ill  ha 

«.  ..p.bd.d 

takan  Into  account  In  tha  Els  and  thi.  inn.,.*  * 

p'.c‘.„7.  ‘d.„iPi.d 

••  Inatantanaoua  but  aa  a aound 
ot  longar  (l.a..  24  hour)  duration.  * 
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AU-61 


Tliank  you  for  this  information  and  for  your  concern, 


AL3-62  See  revised  text. 

cX""sS?£d“r'-  --  “ - •«»>■ 

AL3-64  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Table  4G-3. 


Z"'!"’"  «fmidi9dr=l 

oy  the  sute  air  pollution  control  ag«icies.  and  Altamonl.  PGT  and  Kern  River  would  al«o  haw. 

^.‘..XoTsyTer  ■»  --  - 


AU-68  The  Ldn  noise  level  of  35  dBA 
response  required. 


identified  as  being  measured  instantaneously.  No 


AL-81 


P«Q«/PT«/LiO« 


eo«wB«nt  or  Qu«>tion 


AL3-69|  T«bi«  4L-1 

AL3-70|  4H-3I  2,  4 

AL3-7I  4M-4,  4i  1 

AL3-72  5-lj  4;  I 

AL3-73  5-li  4,  6.  7.  e 

AL3-74  s-2»  2,  X 

AL3-75  6-3;  4;  fcll 


John  Day  Canyon  la  ovaluacad  aa  a low  viaual  Impact, 
but  la  daacrlbad  aa  modarata  impact  on  p.  4L-S,  para. 

3.  It  ahouXd  ba  conalatantly  daacrlbad  aa  modarata. 

•Aecaaa  roada*  ahould  not  ba  llatad  hara,  aa  4J-2, 
para.  1.  Una  7,  atataa  that  PGT  haa  not  provldad 
Inlormatlon  on  tha  location  of  naw  accaaa  roada.  Tha 
EIS  ahould  ba  elarlfiad. 

Tha  dlaeuaalon  of  aXl^lblUty  for  Hating  on  tha  KRHP 
la  nlaplacad.  It  althar  ahould  ba  rapaatad  aa  pact  of 
tha  dlaeuaalon  for  aach  atata  on  paga  4H-3  or 
Lneorporatad  Into  tha  Introductory  paragraph  to  tha 
aactlon.  Aa  eurrantXy  altuatad,  thla  dlaeuaalon 
appaara  to  apply  only  to  California  whan.  In  fact,  It 
appllaa  to  all  atataa. 

Thla  atatamant  la  Inconalatant  with  tha  atataoant  on 
paga  40-6.  para.  2,  Una  1 which  daclaraa  tha 
conacructlon  of  tha  plpallna  would  caault  in  both  tha 
long-tara  and  pamanant  loaa  of  comnarelal  foraat  land 
along  tha  right-of-way.  Tha  EIS  ahould  ba  changad  to 
raflact  that  thla  loaa  will  occur. 

It  will  taka  yaara  for  tha  format  araaa  Impactad  by 

Tharafna!*thara*2ould  ba  -a  algnUlcant  eumulatlva 
Impact  on  thaaa  raaourcaa.*  and  tha  BIS  ahould  point 
thla  out. 


PG6B  additional  eompraaalon  at  Dalavan  and  Brantwood 
ahould  alao  ba  mantlonad  harm. 

Hara  tha  DBIS  doaa  not  adaquataly  aaplaln  tha  aarloua 
gaologlcal  rlaka  from  tha  propoaad  PCT/PG6B  projact. 

Aa  wa  aaplaln  alaawhara  (ft£S  pravloua  comnanta 
eoncarnlng  4A-1  and  4A-4,  and  App.  B comsanta 
ragardlng  eh.  3A  and  4A»,  tha  projact  would  croaa 
numaroua  faulta  and  larga  araaa  of  aalamle  tonaa  2 and 
3.  Thara  la  potantlal  volcanic  activity,  aa  wall  aa 
aubaldanca  and  llquafactlon-prona  aolla.  Thaaa  ara 
algnlflcant  laauaa  with  potantlal  cataatrophlc 
conaaquaneaa  In  tha  avant  of  major  aarthquakea  or 
othar  falluraa,  alnca  both  tha  arlatlng  and  propoaad 
plpallnaa  would  ba  affactad.  Aa  tha  two  adjaeant 
plpallnaa  (l.a.,  25-foot  aaparatlon)  would  carry 
aatramaly  high  volunaa  of  natural  gaa,  ruptura  of  any 
of  tha  actlva  or  potantlally  actlva  faulta  could 
raault  In  dlaplacamant  aaceadlng  plpa  ductility  and 
raaultlng  In  tha  ruptura  of  both  plpallnaa.  Tha 
conaaquancaa  of  plpallna  rupturaa  conatltuta  not  only 
potantlal  thraata  to  public  aafaty,  but  alao  aarloua 
aocloaeonomlc  and  public  haalth  Impacta  raaultlng  from 
tha  dlaruptlon  In  aarvlcaa  to  cuatocnara. 

Tharafora,  tha  conmlaalon'a  attampt  to  dlamlaa  tha 
potantlally  algnlflcant  gaologlcal  Impacta  aaooclatad 
with  tha  PCT/P06S  projact  contraata  with  tha 
conclualona  of  tha  CPOC  pcaaantad  In  tha  FEIR  and 
ahould  ba  ravlaad.  Tha  PBIR  atataa  that  construction 
In  aeeordanca  with  appllcabla  fadaral  and  atata 
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AL3-69  Comment  noted. 

AL3-70  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4M. 

AL3-71  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4M. 

AL3'72  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapters  4G  and  5. 

AL3-73  Staff  believes  that  the  reference  paragraph  provides  an  adequate  basis  for  our  concluaon, 
especially  given  the  minimal  width  of  the  additional  clearing. 

AL3-74  See  revised  Chapter  5. 

AL3-75  Please  see  response  to  Comments  AL3-1,  -2,  -19,  -20,  -22,  -23,  -24,  -25,  -26,  -27,  -28,  -29,  • 
30,  and  AL3-46  through  AU-51.  In  addition,  see  revised  Chapter  6. 


P«Q»/Pjr«/Lln« 


AL3-75 

(cont) 


oif  pipaUna  ruptura  or  daflia9a  to  tha  plpallna^'and^"*' 
a^waground  facllitlaa  to  • laval  daamad  accaptabla  bv 
d^L*fr»  '•“•‘••I  Tha  potantial  tor 

damaga  troo  a cataatrophlc  gaologic  avant,  auch  aa  >n 
aarth^aka.  would  not  ba  allminatad,  howavar.  Thla  ia 
tharafora  a potantlally  aignlticant  and  unavoidabia 
laipact.-  (PBiR  at  6-202.)  In  addition,  tha  CPUC 
concludad  that  tha  praaanea  of  tha  plpallna  in  activa 
volcanic  tonaa  conatitutaa  "...a  alonlflcant  and 
unavoidabia  iitpact  on  tha  pipali^  and  aaaoeia?^d 

ineorraet.  Tharafora.  tha  Conaiaalon  ahould^raaolva 

dbova  and  daclda  that  tha 
?r  i PCT/PC6B  prolact  ara,  aa 

tha  CPUC  found,  algnlflcant.  advaraa  and  uhavoldabla: 


AL3-76  6-5,  Tabia  6-1  tabla  6-1  Incorractly  Idantlflaa  tha  numbar  of  gaa 

coaipraaaor  atatlona  In  California  ragulring  PSD  ravlaw 
aa  unknown.  Tha  Dalavan  atatlon  in  Coluaa  Countv  will 
raqulca  raviaw.  Tha  aalaalona  at  tha  axpandad  Dalavan 
CMpraaaor  Station  will  raqulra  offaata  and  bact  for 
HO.  and  will  trlggar  a Padaral  PSD  raviaw.  Balaalon 
projactlena  for  HO.  and  Co  at  tha  Dalavan  eonpiaaaor 
*'*  raapactlvaly. 

Tha  Coluaa  APCD  ia  In  attalnnant  for  NO  . <»  and  so 
and  nonattalnoant  for  O,  and  PH,j.  HO  a'nd  ROO  ’ 
aalaalona  ara  pracuraora  to  oaona  and  aalaaiona  from 
naw  aourcaa  will  asacarbata  tha  Coluaa  APCO'a 
nonattalnmant  atatua  for  O,.  Tha  California  claan  Air 
Act  (CW)  raqulraa  tha  APCD  to  adopt  aora  atringant 
th!  "•*  ^"Cf*****  raqulraaanta  of 

Bank  by  July  1991.  Tha 
Coanlaalon  naada  to  addraaa  thla  In  tha  Bis. 

6 6,  Tabla  6-1  Tabla  6-1  falla  to  Idantlfy  tha  potantlally 

l®P«cta  to  public  aafaty  froa  cataatrophlc 
Tha  CPUC  haa  raconnandad  that  tha 
applicant  coaply  with  tha  O.s.  Dapartaant  of 
Transportation  rulaa  (49  CPR  Pta.  190.  191  193>  >nd 

!^oL?*T*'  to  ;it!J;ti”i.tn« 

lapacta  to  public  aafaty  poaad  by  activa  gaologic 
!:  -ith  high  llquafactlM 

potantial.  and  land  aubaldanca.  Aa  wa  polntad  out 
abova.  tha  PCSB  portion  of  plpallna  aloM  croaaaa  at 
laaat  17  potantlally  activa  faults.  65  alias  of  activa 
volcanic  sonaa.  46.2  alias  of  soils  with  a high 

P®tontlal  and  paat  aolla  In  tha  Dalta 
which  hava  aubsldad  aa  auch  aa  40  fast  alnca  tha 
construction  of  tha  Dalta  lalanda.  In  addition. 

0»l*van  and  Brantwood.  both 
locatad  In  Salaalc  Bona  3.  ara  particularly  aubjact  to 
d^ga  from  strong  ground  ahaklng.  Tha  ta«t  of  tha 
PBIR  atataa  that  ‘tha  potantial  for  danaga  froa  a 
cataatrophlc  gaologlcal  avant.  such  as  an  aarthquaka, 
would  not  ba  allslnatad  howavar.  Thla  la  tharafora  a 
potantlally  algnlflcant  and  unavoidabia  laipact". 

Thus,  conpllanca  with  appllcabla  U.S.  DOT  rulaa  (49 
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AL3-76  ^.  applicability  at  PSD  requirtimbiu  aiould  be  determined  wben  PGSE  tiles  an  applicalinn 

wi^  die  appropnale  slate  agency  In  aciinire  permits  In  modify  or  conslmcl  any  Spanded 
faciliM  at  a compressor  slauon.  Compliance  with  PSD  permitting  process  would  ensumfei 
prerii’'i„' "SeVT I,  »™i  “ “ ''“  ■'“  “e"''''*"'  Tberefom,  the  information 


AU-T7  ?“iise  Ibe  FERC’s  EfS  incorporates  by  reference  Ibe  CPUC’s  FEfR,  wbicb  ibe  commenlor 
indicates  more  Iban  ade<|ijalely  addresses  Ibis  issue.  Ibe  EIS's  discussion  is  adcouale.  Please 
refer  to  die  CPUC’s  FEIR. 


AL-83 


P«Q»/P»r</Lin* 


conwpnt  or  Qupptlcn 


AU-77 

(COOL) 


AL3-78  6-7j  2;  3-4 


AL3-79  6-0;  2»  5 


AL3-80  6-33i  10 


AL3-81  «-37;  aftar  2 


CFR  Pta.  190,  191,  192)  and  CPUC  Canaral  Ordar  112-0 
(all  Co  adaqviataly  raduca  Cha  Impacca  on  public  aafacy 
(ron  a plpalina  ruptura  to  an  inaignificant  laval. 

Tha  DBld,  thua,  (alia  to  Idantlty  chia  potantially 
algnificant  inpact  to  public  aafaty.  k»  wa  point  out 
abova,  cha  (inal  BIS  naada  to  ba  ravlaad  to  corract 
tha  diacrapanciaa  that  aalat  batwaan  tha  OBIS,  PBIP 
and  DBIP  and  ahould  claarly  atata  that  tha  qaologic 
rlaka  poaad  by  cha  PCT/PCSS  projact  praaant 
aigni(ieant,  advaraa  and  unaitigabla  inpacta. 

Tha  CPUC  FBIR  also  (aila  to  idantify  partinant  API 
atandacda  (or  high  strangth  pipa  to  ba  (ollowad  in  tha 
daaign  and  construction  o(  tha  plpalina.  This  also 
should  ba  corractad  in  tha  BIS. 

Tha  OBIS  says  that  *tha  PCT  routs  eroasas  33  paranoial 
and  110  intarnittanc  atraans.*  Howavar,  aoota  of  tha 
straans  indieatad  on  tha  alignmant  shaats  as  baing 
intansittant  ara  actually  paranniali  aotna  intarnlttant 
and  parannial  atraana  ara  osittad  (ros  cha  alignmant 
ahaata.  Thaaa  arrors  ahould  ba  corractad. 

Tha  conclusion  that  'construction  of  PCT'a  facilitlas 
would  raquira  tha  taaporary  claaring  of  approsimataly 
23. S acraa  of  watland  and  riparian  habitat...*  is 
arronaoua,  ainca  tha  DBXS  acraaga  is  basad  on  a nathod 
acknowladgad  to  undarastlmata  tha  watland  acraaga 
potantially  affactad  by  tha  PCT/PGfcB  plpalina. 
Tharafora,  thin  atatanant  ahould  ba  qualifiad  to 
Indicata  Chat  tha  numbar  of  potantially  affactad 
watland  acraa  la  quaationabla  and  haa  baan  aarioualy 
undarastlAatad,  as  to  PCT/PCCE.  Tha  SIR  ahould  also 
bo  ravlaad  to  raflact  tha  actual  amount  of  watlands 
chat  PGT/PCCB  will  impact  aftar  cha  Cooniaaion 
acguiras  tha  nscasaary  data. 

Mitigation  maaauro  34  atatas  that  *PCT  shall  davalop 
. . . anaura  Chat  construction  activitiss  do  not 
intarfara  with  anadromous  fiah  paasaga.'  Thia  ahould 
raad  *.  . . paasaga  or  roaring  bacauaa  tha  activitiaa 
could  raault  In  incraaaad  turbidity  and  auspandad 
aadlmanta  on  spawning  habitat  or  aggs,  and  tha 
avoidanca  of  spawning  and  roaring  a habitat. 

Concarning  Trout  Craak,  Paulina  Craak  and  tha  Klamath 
Basin,  tha  BPA  ia  managing  a apacial  atraam 
raatoration  program.  Altamont  auggaats  adding  as  a 
saparata  mitigation  maasursi 

PCT  shall  coordinata  construction  daaign  and 
activitiaa  (or  Trout  Craak  and  its  tribucariao  with 
cha  Bonnavilla  Powar  Administration  and  oragon 
Oapartmant  of  Fiah  and  Wildlifo  to  anaura  conaiatancy 
with  tha  Trout  Craak  Raatoration  Plan.  PCT  shall 
coordinata  construction  daaign  and  aetiviciaa  (or 
Paulina  Craak  with  Cha  Oragon  Oapartmant  of  Fiah  and 
Wildlifa  to  ansura  conaiatancy  with  plana  to 
raastablish  tha  craak  in  its  natural  bad  and  to 
Incraaaa  parannial  (Iowa.  PGT  shall  coordinata 
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AL3-78  Staff  utilized  best  available  information  in  obtaining  this  data.  However,  we  are  somewhat 
puzzled  by  this  comment.  The  same  sources  of  information  were  utilized  to  generate  data  for 
both  the  Altamont  and  PGT  Projects.  Nevertheless,  commentor  complains  in  Appendix  A (Page 
A-4)  of  its  comments  that  this  information  ovcTeslimated  Altamont's  number  of  perennial  stream 
crossings,  yet  here  it  claims  that  this  same  information  underestimated  PGT's  number  of 
perennial  stream  crossings. 

AL3>79  This  information  is  correct.  Please  see  revised  Chapters  2.  3E  and  4E.  In  addition,  staff  can 
only  revise  its  EIS,  and  cannot  revise  the  *EIR*  as  commentor  requests. 


AL3-80  The  recommended  mitigation  measure  is  correct.  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


AU-81 


Staff  disagrees.  However,  thank  you  for  your  opinion. 


A13-81 

(conL) 

AL3-82 


e»a»/PMrM/tAr.m 


Cpnwnt  or  Ou>Btlon 


> th*  Trib*-| 


»atoraeion  Plai 


>uld  I 


^ J “Igrmtlon,  apawninq 
X Willow  craok  croaaii 

«;ji;?a"c“:,j;:a'::;s-;a™a”  1"  tr-'-F"'  ■ 

th.  PCT/reat  pipaiiaa  on’^IH” "^0“:" ."r  ^pacta  of 
•valuatad  and  Bieigation  aiaaauraa  apacifiad. 

In  Oca^on,  thara  ia  a flli/ram-i i ■.. 

adniniatarad  Jointly  by  tha  DSL  syatam. 

ravlaa  tha  Kis  to  raauiJI  i ahould 

aganclaa.  r«<iuira  PCT  to  consult  with  thaaa 


AL3  82  Commenl  noted.  See  revised  Chapters  3F,  4F  and  6. 


AU-83  Ttimk  you  for  Uiis  information.  No  response  required. 


AL-85 


Aooandti  C - C{ 


C9tK  rsiR 


Paa>/P«f /Lin* 

Tabic  7-11  I 


3-55} 


rnwaant  Of  Queation 

Tha  reiB  assutaas  in  Table#  2-:.  2-3.  2-5.  2-6  and  3-9 
that  *...  hlgh-denally  vernal  pool  areas  o6ten  support 
about  10  percent  covet  by  vernal  pools  and  swales  and 
90  percent  covet  by  upland  cOMunltles  {Jones  fc  Stokes 
Associates  file  data)."  This  does  not  provide  an 
accepted  eathod  for  deterelnlnq  the  actual  nueber  of 
vernal  pool  acres  affected.  An  analysis  using 
vegetation  and  topographic  Indicators  on  aerial 
photographs  taken  prior  to  construction  of  the  existing 
pipeline,  will  help  to  define  the  nueber  of  acres  of 
vernal  pools  that  would  be  Upacted  by  the  proposed 
pipeline.  The  results  of  the  delineation  would  provide 
the  data  necessary  for  the  CoMlsslon  to  properly 
calculate  iepacts  on  these  Inportant  tesoutces. 

The  revised  estlnate  should  then  be  presented  In  the 
EIS.  along  wltht  (1)  a aore  accurate  assesseent  of  the 
project’s  Impacts  on  vernal  poolsi  12)  the  acres  of 
vernal  pools  that  would  have  to  be  restored  at  a 4.1 
teplsceaent  ratio  iPaelflc  Gas  a Electric  Co..  Okt.  No. 
90-12-119.  App.  C at  p.  C-30.  Ho.  60A.  1 4))  and 
(3)  the  inforisatlon  necessary  to  deterelne  the  costs  of 
■Itlgatlng  these  lepaets  le.g..  creation  and 
restoration  of  vernal  pools,  acquisition  and  protection 
of  sites  supporting  unprotected  vernal  pools,  and 
annual  aonitoring  of  the  recreated  vernal  pools  for  a 
■Inlnua  period  of  five  years).  The  Coaalsslon  should 
ensure,  through  Its  own  independent  analysis,  that 
these  Issues  are  assessed  in  the  EIS. 

The  PEIB’s  assunptlon  about  the  quantity  of  vernal 
pool#  is  Incorrect.  "High  density*  vernal  pool  areas 
can  support  siote  than  10  percent  vernal  pool  cover,  k 
study  conducted  In  East  Sacramento  found  that  high 
dsnslty  vernal  pools  could  support  334  vernal  pool 
wetlands  cover.  {‘Sie-Acre  Parcel  Project.  Plotln  and 
Excelsior  Roads.  Sacramento  County.  Wetland/Rlparlan/ 
Vernal  Pool  Survey:*  Report  Prepared  for  Carlton  Homes 
of  California,  Sacramento,  Ebasco  Services.  Inc.. 

1990.)  These  errors  should  be  corrected  In  the  EIS. 

The  PEIB  states  that  the  ’CPUC  will  specify  which 
mitigation  measures  will  be  stipulated  as  part  of  the 
Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity....* 
However,  the  FEIR  and  the  CPUC  conditions  of 
certification  do  not  actually  state  which  of  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures  will  be  mandatory  for 
PGT/PGsE  (many  of  the  ‘mitigation  measures"  are  phrased 
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provide  PC4E  wiih  aitlgstlon  options).  Thus,  the 
public  cannot  be  certain  whether  lapacts  of  this 
project  on  sensitive  plant  and  wildlife  species  will  be 
effectively  eltlgated.  The  Conaisslon  should  specify 
ss  .andatory  the  specific  -Itlgatlon  provisions  for  the 
entire  length  of  the  PGT/PG4B  project. 

^ contains  virtually  no  rationale  for  the  sltlno 

of  the  reroute  allgnaents,  particularly  the  two  longest 
reroutes,  the  Tehaaa  and  Solano  County  vernal  pool 
reroutes  (pp.  4-6).  It  appears  that  the  reroutes  were 
not  selected  through  detailed  constraints  analyses,  but 
rather  were  arbitrarily  delineated  on  asps  with  the 
knowledge  chat  lapacts  could  not  help  but  be  greater 
than  the  proposed  route.  Nowhere  la  there  a stateaent 
that  the  consultant  was  given  the  cask  of  deteralnlng 
better  routes  than  those  proposed.  There  Is  no 
discussion  of  the  restrictions  and  Ilaltatlons  that 
required  the  selection  of  the  specific  siting 
locations.  The  only  explanation  presented  In  the  FEIR 
fpp.  4-2)  for  the  location  of  the  pipelines  was  based 
bj  PCT/re™"'*'  Xbblt.b.nt.  d.db.J 

Given  PG4E-S  stated  opposition  to  rerouting  as  a 
aitlgstlon  aeasure.  the  extent  and  cost  of  these 
reroutes,  and  PCSE's  contention  that  rerouting  Is 
unreasonable  (PG*e  Concurrent  Phase  II  Brief  pp  12 
13|  CPUC  DoC.t  «o.  CP89-(H-0J31,  lb.  CPUC  ibbuld  hi., 
conducted  an  Independent  esseeseent  of  the  enqineeclng 
end  envlton.ent.)  con.tt.lnt.  tot  the  leroute  etlgn.ent 
end  conaldeted  note  than  one  allgneent,  ea  It  la 
ob.loua  POPE  .odd  not  do  ao.  Nelthei  the  puhUo  not 
State  and  federal  agencies  were  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  review  or  coaaent  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
reroute  allgnaents  selected  after  publication  of  the 
DBIR  or  the  process  used  to  select  then. 

Purtheraore,  of  the  five  reroute  alternatives,  two  (the 
Shasta  County  and  Contra  Costa  County  reroutes)  were 
described  as  "envlronBentally  preferred*  reroutes. 
However,  these  preferred  reroutes  are  not  necessarily 
the  routes  that  will  be  selected,  because  the  CROC  has 
provided  PCiE  with  the  option  of  selecting  these 
reroutes  or  laplesenting  reestabllshaent  aitlgstlon. 

Pacific  Gas  4 Electric  m..  okt.  Ho.  90-12-119 
App.  a.  Nos.  S7-A  4 S7-a.)  ' 

^ ^ ‘"dlcate  whether  the  U.S.  Aray  Corps 

of  Bnglneers  (COB)  was  consulted  during  the  reroute 
Analysis.  If  not,  the  conclusions  that  the  two 
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racoute*  (Tah**#  and  Solano  coun(laa>  ara  not  the 
environmentally  ptefertad  routes  must  ba  subjected  to 
further  scrutiny  pursuant  to  Section  404  of  the  Clean 
Hater  Act  permit  requirements.  The  'Section  404  Part  9 
Guidelines*  provide  that,  whenever  feasible,  a project 
should  be  dealqned  to  avoid  impacts  to  wetlands. 

Although  the  mitigation  reroutes  presented  In  the  FEIH 
were  an  attempt  to  address  the  Issue  of  avoidance  of 
vernal  pool  habitats,  the  COE,  through  the  Section  404 
permitting  process,  will  have  to  make  the  final 
determination  on  whether  the  reroutes  presented  were 
the  most  feasible,  or  If  additional  reroutes  will  have 
to  be  evaluated. 

The  CPUC’s  failure  to  Include  an  analysis  of  these 
reroutes  In  the  DEIR  precluded  participation  by  the 
COE,  Other  governmental  agencies  and  the  public  In  the 
review  process.  Furthermore,  the  mitigation  measures, 
other  than  avoidance,  proposed  in  the  FEIR.  as  well  as 
those  Included  as  a condition  of  certification,  may  be 
considered  Inadequate  and  unacceptable  by  the  COE  and 
may  requite  that  additional  reroutes  be  examined. 
Consequently,  the  processing  and  issuance  of  COE 
permits  for  the  PCT/PG4B  project  may  well  be  delayed, 
leading  to  substantial  delays  in  PGT/PCaE's  proposed 
construction  schedule  and  the  likelihood  of  effectively 
avoiding  construction  during  critical  biological 
periods  (l.e.  'construction  windows*!.  The  Commission 
should  correct  these  problems  in  the  EIS.  ISee  also 
our  comment  to  page  6-9,  para.  3 below.) 

5_i,  s Chapter  5 fails  to  Identify  the  specific  past,  present, 

and  foreseeable  future  projects  that  were  considered  In 
determining  the  significant  Impacts  enumerated  In 
Chapter  6 of  the  OEIR.  The  Commission  should  correct 
this  error  by  Identifying  the  projects  considered  when 
It  prepares  the  BIS. 

5_2,  2 The  DEIB/FElR  falls  to  specify  which  California  agency 

planning  documents  and  reports  were  utilized  to  develop 
the  regional  assessments  of  Impact  trends  and 
projections  or  which  specific  planned  projects  were 
Included  for  the  localized  resource  impacts.  Ulthout 
these  documents,  the  accuracy  of  the  conclusions 
reached  In  the  FEIR  cannot  be  ascertained.  The 
Commission  should  correct  this  error  by  listing  those 
documents  In  the  EIS. 

5-4,  1-4  The  CPUC  specifies,  for  the  incremental  loss  of  vernal 

pools,  forest,  woodland  and  other  habitats,  that 
PGT/PG4B  compensate,  at  a 3jI  to  4:1  compensation  ratio 
(and  1:1  tor  the  other  habitats),  for  impacts  to  vernal 
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1*!!*!'!"’  Plpelina.  Mitigation  Measuie  221, 
included  In  Appendix  C of  the  FEIB  (pp.  c-72).  cequUes 
vernal  pool  restoration  at  a 4:1  conpensat ion  ratio 
As  an  exseple,  the  Inctenental  loss  of  100  to  300  acres 
of  vernal  pools,  at  a ailnlauo  4;l  coapensation  ratio 
cost  estlaate  range  of  55,000  to  525, 000/acre,  would 
result  in  costs  ranging  froa  52  to  530  ailllon,  not 
Including  the  funding  necessary  to  coapensate  for  the 
OSS  0 t e other  habitats  or  to  provide  long-tera 
pyaanent  aanageaent  and  protection  of  these  areas. 
fiTd  •itiO.tlon  ae.sures  were  not  discussed  or 
included  In  the  DBIB.  these  potentially  substantial 
coats  apparently  were  not  Included  as  part  of  the  540 
Bl  lion  envlronaental  coat  •cap*  deteralned  by  the  CPUC 
during  evidentiary  hearings.  Without  this  Inforaatlon, 
e cost  and.  hence,  the  feasibility  of  the  PCT/PCSB 
Project  cannot  be  assessed. 

As  a result  of  this  oaisslon,  the  actual  aaount  of 
•Itlgatlon  costs  for  PGT/PCtE  will  be  significantly 
higher  than  the  540  allUon  CPOC  cap.  This  will  be 
^ -elands 

delineation  is  perforaed  (for  the  reasons  stated  in  our 
eouents  to  Table  2-2  and  pages  3-9  and  4-1  above), 
ahould  show  that  significantly  larger  areas  of 
wetlands  would  be  affected  and  consequently  greater 
■litigation  efforts  required  of  PGT/PC48.  The 
Coaalsslon  needs  to  correct  for  all  of  these 
deficiencies  froa  the  FEIR  In  writing  the  EIS. 

“'“/'■'I"  f.ii.  to  la.otu,  . ,,  ,0, 

t.,ul.l,.  .oo.t.r, 

contribution  to  a protection  fund,  despite  the 
estlaates  of  loss  of  vernal  pool  habitat  that  were 
developed  In  the  DEIR/FEIR.  Without  these  aeasures 

"’“‘"""■t  "'ll  f,  Thl, 

Should  be  corrected  in  the  EIS. 

'■*'  '’*  “I*/™!"  to  la.ot,,,  . 

e Bonetary  contribution  to  a protection  fund,  despite 
the  estlaates  of  loss  of  forest,  woodland,  and 
sagebrush-steppe  habitats  that  were  shown  in  the 
DBtR/FBlR.  As  noted  above,  without  this  the  aeasure 
IJ^aeanlngless.  This  error  should  be  addressed  In  the 

' ‘f  th«  tl..-,„„  „l 

for  establishing  Increaental  loss  of  cultural  and 
Mjjontologlcal  resourcea  along  the  existing  BOW.  The 
*..**?°  unclear  as  to  who  is  to  contribute  In  the 
i Sharing*  for  proposed  record  searches  and 


f j\does\R2K9UOO.WPO 


AL-89 


AL-90 


13)  6-10 


22i  3-6 


Coimtnt  PC  Qu«8tlQD 

surveys.  Since  no  surveys  were  conducted  In  advance  of 
construction  of  the  eslstlng  pipeline.  It  -Ul  be 
difficult  to  establish  pte-plpellne  conditions. 

Finally,  the  FEIB  fells  to  specify  the  Intended  tlalng 
of  this  altl9atlon  aeasure.  Will  It  be  lapletiented 
concurrent  with  altlqatlon  aeasures  or  the  construction 
of  the  espanslon  project?  Ml  of  these  factors  should 
be  addressed  by  the  Coaalsslon  In  the  final  BIS. 


Coaent  Reaponse  2.  Veqetatlon  (General).  The 
Inadequacy  of  the  DEIR  related  to  the  presentation  of 
waterway  crosalnq  and  wetland-related  lapacts  alqht 
have  been  avoided  had  the  CPUC  chosen  to  consult  with 
and  secure  the  Input  of  the  COE.  Puttheraore.  the  COB 
coaaent  points  out  the  absence  of  any  appreciable 
consultation  on  the  part  of  the  CPUC  with  other 
qovernaental  agencies  during  the  course  of  the 
preparation  of  the  DEIR  and  the  resultant  failure  of 
the  document  to  adequately  address  many  of  the 
potential  Impacts  of  the  project  or  the  measures 
required  by  these  agencies  to  effectively  mitigate 
these  Impacts  to  less-than-slqnlf leant  levels.  (See 
Mso  Altamonfs  Comments  to  p.  6-24.  pars.  3 above.) 


CoMsnt  Response  S.  Transportation.  There  Is  no 
discussion  of  the  method,  timing,  and  duration  of  the 
PGT/PGfcE  pipeline  construction  across  the  Sacramento 
River  below  Red  Bluff,  and  In  the  Delta,  the  San 
Joaquin  River,  other  Delta  waterways,  and  the 
Sacramento  Deep  Water  Ship  Channel.  Not  are  the 
potential  Impacts  to  be  encountered  during 
result  of  the  construction  activity  dls 
particularly  Important  due  to  the  fact  that  each  ot 
telally  navigable  waterways.  CPUC  s 
lOt  discuss  potential  shipping 
I safety  daks  that  construction. 

■ emergency  operations  of  the  pipeline 
>vlgable  waterways  could  entail  In  ten 
d.  extent  of  containment  of  shipping 


issed . 


response  does  i 
disruptions  am 
maintenance.  oi 
across  these  n< 
of  ships  Involvi 

operations,  anchorage  provisions,  threat  of 
accident  or  spills  or  related  Impacts.  These  potential 
Impacts  need  to  be  described  and  evaluated  In  the  BIS, 
and.  If  necessary,  mitigation  measures  provided. 

Cowent  Response  3,  Project  Description  (General)  and 
Transportation,  p.  4J-4.  The  Transportation  Plan  to 
accommodate  pipeline  construction  on  USFS  lands  In 
California  should  also  Include  a forecast  of  fraquency 
of  toad  use  by  vehicle  type,  toad  signage  criteria,  and 
emergency  procedures.  The  BIS  should  address  these 
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Co«ent  Response  8 (General).  The  California 
Oepartaent  of  Fish  and  Game  (DFC)  connentlng  on  Che 
adequac)^  of  the  OEIB  stated  ‘...that  the  Infotaatlon 
provided  in  the  OEIR  is  Inadequate  in  chat  it  falls  to 
describe  specific  Impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  and 
associated  habitat  and  associated  nltlqation  measures 
to  offset  impacts  to  less  than  slqnlflcant  levels." 

The  DF^  presented  the  following  conclusion: 

Based  upon  the  Inadequacy  of  the  environmental 
documents  and  the  failure  of  the  project  to  recommend 
specific  mitigation  measures,  Che  existing  OEIR  should 
either:  (1)  be  withdrawn  and  reissued  with  the  above 
referenced  specific  mitigation  measures  included  or  (2) 
a supplemental  OEIR  should  bo  prepared  and  circulated 
for  public  review  which  Includes  specific  mitigation 


The  CPUC  response  stated  that  "...extensive 
consultations  with  DPG  have  been  underway  since  the 
Notice  of  Preparation  was  issued*.  The  CPUC  response 
concludes  with  the  assurance  that: 

"CPUC  recognltes  the  concerns  of  DFC  and  will 
continue  to  coordinate  with  DFC  to  address  those 
concerns.  Based  on  that  coordination  and  an 
assessment  by  CPUC  of  whether  findings  of  new 
significant  environmental  Impacts  have  been  added 
to  the  document,  CPUC  will  determine  whether  it 
is  appropriate  to  issue  a final  BIR  or 
recirculate  the  draft  EIR." 

Obviously,  the  CPUC  decided  not  to  recirculate  the 
OEIR,  but  rather  to  Issue  an  PEIR  that  provides  some 
additional  information.  Including  an  updated  version  of 
the  DBIR's  wildlife  and  vegetation  section. 

Unfortunately,  this  additional  information  falls  to 
address  the  Inadequacies  of  the  OEIR,  including  a 
description  of  specific  impacts  to  wetland  and  riparian 
habitat,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  and  the  mitigation 
measures  required  to  offset  these  impacts  to  less-than* 
significant  levels.  The  Commission  must  address  and, 
if  necessary,  correct  these  inadequacies  In  the  BIS. 

CoMent  Response  S.  The  response  Indicates  that  the 
CPUC  will  instruct  PCT/PCtB  to  protect  existing  wells 
against  Impacts  from  blasting.  However,  mitigation 
Heasures  22  and  91  (Appendix  C (pp.  C-12  and  C-48)) 
Ignore  the  potential  impacts  of  blasting  on  building 
foundations,  water  and  sewer  pipelines,  septic  tanks 
and  leach  fields,  natural  springs,  and  the  existing  30 
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pip.n„..  civ.n 

within  50  teet  ot  th*  ptoposad  plpallna,  the  CPUt 
I.ll.d  lo  .n.dt.  >l..t  bulldlnqs  .nd 

associated  facilities,  as  well  as  the  e«  st  nq 
pipeline,  In  such  close  proil.lty  to  the  ne.  P 

will  eleatly  be  protected  fto»  constcuctlon-celated 
blastlnq.  The  COMlsslon  should  Independently  analyze 
these  utters  In  the  BIS. 

, , Comnt  Bespooae  50.  Land  Oae,  p.  «l>-9-  The  couent 

® dHlt  with  the  need  for  PGtE  to  coaply  with  local  land 

use  regulations.  The  response  In  the  BEIft  Indicates 
that  the  pipeline  would  be  outelde  eslsllng  utility 
corridors  tor  14  -lies  and  20.8  allea  In  Solano  County 
and  Contra  Costa  County,  respectively.  These  routes 
would  be  inconsistent  with  county  plans  and  policies. 

(See  FBIB  at  fi-189.)  In  an  urbanizing  area  llhe  Contra 
Costa  County,  this  represents  a serious  conflict  with 
existing  and  proposed  land  uses.  The  FEIR  ra  »•*' 
falls  to  resolve  these  significant  land  use  conflicts. 
The  Coaalsslon  should  specifically  consider  If  these 
significant  land  use  Isipacts  can  be  altlgated  to  a less 
than  significant  level. 

. . Co«.nt  ...pod..  57.  Upd  O..,  p.  .D-1.  Th.  ...pon.. 

' (.11.  to  ..pl.lii  POP  ot  “P7  »"•  P.'«'"'  ^ ^ 

tn.  on.  p.ro.o,  otlt.rloo  ..t.ly  opo"  ■prot...lo"*l 
iudgo.ot,-  bot  t.ll.d  to  ptovld.  .opport  ot  toith.t 
„pI.r.tlob  lb  lb.  m».  Th.  Co..l..lbb  b.,d.  to 
.pSoiticu,  co„..d..  ’ 

provide  a rationale  tot  tne  cin.w»* 

. to,.  X Couent  Response  58.  Land  Ose,  p.  4D-8.  The  comment 

' addressed  the  question  of  different  estimates  foe  the 

amount  of  prim*  farmland  expected  to  be  permanently 
removed  from  production  and  conflicting 
to  the  significance  of  the  Impacts.  Approximately  66 
miles  of  the  proposed  coots  would  cross  and  adverse  y 
affect  prime  farmland.  (OBIB  at  4D-B.)  The  DEIR 
indicates  that  3J0  acres  of  orchards  and 
would  be  removed  from  production,  but  that  the  impact 
is  less  than  significant  because  less  than 
. . . . r>rni«nd  would  be  removed.  (OEIH 

of  the  county’s  prime  tatmiana  .tnoetlon 

at  4E-7.)  Therefore,  the  CPUC  specified  no  m tlgation 
measures.  The  CPUC  response  attempts  to  clarify  some 
of  the  information  about  the  amount  of  land  that  la 

HO..b.r,  tbl.  r..pob..  .,1U  r.U..  u^b  lb. 

one  percent  significance  criterion,  which  we  ^ 
above  Is  not  adequately  supported  or  Justified, 
contrary  tha  removal  from  production  of  so  much  lana 
would  have  a significant  land  use  Impact  within  the 
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county  and  statei  therefore,  adequate  aitlgation 
•eafuces  should  be  Identified  by  the  Coouilsslon  In  the 


6-197; 


6-197;  9 


Cogent  Response  A-27.  Hlldllfe.  p.  3B-11.  The  coaoent 
Indicated  that  the  OBIB  lacked  a discussion  of  the 
fauna  associated  with  wetlands  and  riparian  habitats 
alonq  the  proposed  route.  The  response  refers  the 
cosaenter  to  paqe  3E-11  of  the  DEIR  (the  page 
referenced  In  the  coanent)  where  the  following 
description  Is  provided:  ‘Wet  aeadows,  vernal  pools, 
epheaerally  wet  swales,  and  herbaceous  riparian 
wetlands  aay  provide  habitat  for  aost  aaphlblans. 
waterfowl,  and  ahorebirds.*  This  does  not  constitute 
an  adequate  discussion  of  specific  fauna  which  aay  be 
affected  by  the  pipeline. 

A ipeclf ^ listing  of  the  types  of  wildlife  species 
associated  with  these  habitats  would  at  least  Identify 
those  species  that  aay  be  displaced  or  Injured  by  the 
project.  Furtheraore,  knowledge  of  the  esisting 
wildlife  using  these  habitats  would  not  only  identify 
resident  species  with  restricted  ranges  that  are 
unlikely  to  becoae  re-established  and  aay  be 
peraanently  lost,  but  also  help  to  ensure  that  bio- 
diversity, and  wetland  function  are  each  aalntalned 
during  the  restoration  and/or  re-creation  of  these 
wetlands.  The  Coaalsslon  should  provide  this 
Inforaation  in  the  EIS. 


Coaaent  Response  A-J9.  Wildlife,  p.  3B-2B.  The  coaaent 
indicated  that  the  OEIR  tailed  to  address  potential 
lapacts  on  waterfowl  using  agricultural  lands  crossed 
by  the  pipeline.  The  response  indicated  this  Issue  was 
not  addressed,  because  construction  activities  in  these 
agricultural  areas  would  be  Halted  to  the  period 
between  April  and  Oc'^ober,  when  peak  wintering 
waterfowl  populations  would  not  be  present. 

This  response  falls  to  account  for  the  fact  that  a 
final  construction  schedule  has  not  been  eoapleted  and 
the  inevitable  likelihood  of  construction  delays. 
Therefore,  there  ate  no  assurances  that  construction 
throughout  vast  agricultural  areas  of  the  Central 
Valley  would  be  Halted  to  the  proposed  construction 
window.  Consequently,  a discussion  and  even  a alaple 
tabulation,  of  the  principal  waterfowl  wintering  areas 
on  agricultural  lands  should  have  been  included  to 
adequately  coaplete  the  description  of  the  potentially 
affected  envlronaent.  Further,  these  species  and  the 
effect  that  PCtE's  construction  activities  eight  have, 

If  not  In  the  'window,*  should  have  been  analyzed,  and 
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an  upfasa  ptohlblilon  on  “non-window"  consliuction 
apecitlad  aa  a «Ul9atlon  aeasur*.  Tha  Comalaalon 
anould  address  and.  If  necessac/.  correct  these 
OBlssions  In  writing  the  CIS. 

6-197;  ll  Co»ent  Response  A-30.  Hlldllfe.  p.  31-31.  The  comment 

reqoested  an  eaplanatlon  tot  the  omission  ot  a number 
o(  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Including  the 
salt  aiarsh  harvest  mouse  and  Aleutian  Canada  goose. 

The  response  Indicated  that  (1)  the  pipeline  would  not 
cross  any  occupied  habitat  of  the  salt  marsh  harvest 
mouse,  but  failed  to  cite  a source  for  this 
datermlnat loot  and  (3)  *(F)ew  Aleutian  Canada  geese 
would  be  In  the  Central  Valley  when  construction 
occurred...*  and  "...the  pipeline  would  not  cross  known 
habitat*.  However,  since  potential  Impacts  to 
wintering  waterfowl  on  agricultural  lands  were 
summarily  dismissed  by  the  CPUC  (see  Comment  Response 
A-29.  above),  the  PEIR  does  not  show  adequately  that 
the  potential  impacts  on  these  species,  in  fact,  were 
considered.  The  Commission  needs  to  Independently 
determine  in  the  BIS  whether  these  species  would  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  project  and  should  consider 
the  possibility  of  timing  construction  so  as  to  avoid 
any  possible  Interference  with  these  species. 

6-199;  10  Co«ent  Response  A-35.  fisheries,  p.  3f-9.  The  comment 

requested  a reason  for  the  absence  of  discussions  of 
the  presence  and  potential  Impacts  to  fall  and  late 
fall-run  chlnook  salmon  In  the  DBIR.  The  response 
Indicated  that  potential  Impacts  on  all  four  races  of 
Chinook  salmon  were  discussed  under  the  heading  of 
•Anadromous  fish  - Sacramento  River"  (DEIR.  p.  6F-6)- 

However,  the  DEIR  provided  only  a discussion  of  generic 
Impacts  and  mitigation  measures  that  apply  primarily  to 
winter  and  fall-run  Chinook  salmon  and  other  anadromous 
fish  populations  whose  life  stages  (l.e.,  adult 
migration,  spawning,  incubation,  rearing,  smelt 
migration  etc.)  would  be  least  affected  by  construction 
between  the  period  from  July  IS  through  September  15, 
the  proposed  PGT/PG6E  construction  window.  This  does 
not  adequately  respond  to  the  question  posed  by  the 
comment,  because  fall  and  late-fall  run  species 
critical  life  cycles  may  well  coincide  with  this 
•window."  The  Commission  should  carefully  esamlne  this 
problem  and  assure  Independently  that  the  proposed 
construction  windows  adequately  protect  these 
fisheries. 
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Co«««nt  Hesponse  A-65.  Geoloqy,  p.  6A-2.  This  comment 
dealt  with  fault  crossings  and  questioned  whether  the 
use  of  a S mile  distance  to  an  active  fault  was  not 
arbitrary.  The  response,  which  Indicated  It  was  a 
conservative  approach,  raises  several  additional 
questions.  What  special  design  features  will  be 
Implemented  to  mitigate  the  damage  where  the  pipeline 
crosses  an  active  or  potentially  active  fault?  Will 
these  special  design  features  be  followed  where  the 
pipeline  Is  within  S miles  of  an  active  or  potentially 
active  fault?  What  length  of  the  pipeline  falls  Into 
this  category?  The  Commission  should  specifically 
review  these  Issues  and  address  them  In  the  BIS. 

Cement  Response  A-65,  A-66,  A-67,  Geology,  p.  4A-2. 
These  responses  generally  require  PGT/PCtE  to  follow 
seismic  design  criteria  put  forth  by  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  regulations,  CPUC  General  Order 
Ko.  112-0,  and  ANSI  standards.  However,  the  response 
further  Indicates  that  even  Implementing  these  design 
criteria  will  not  eliminate  the  potential  for  pipeline 
damage  from  a catastrophic  earthquake. 

According  to  the  PBIR.  the  PGtE  portion  of  the  pipeline 
will  cross  17  potentially  active  faults,  SS  miles  of 
potential  volcanic  activity,  9.25  miles  of  soils  with  a 
high  liquefaction  potential,  and  peat  soils  in  the 
California  Delta  which  have  subsided  as  much  as  40  feet 
since  construction  of  the  Delta  Islands.  (See 
Altamonfs  comments  in  App.  8 which  point  out 
discrepancies  between  the  DEIS  and  the  PEIR/DBIR  on 
these  calculations,  which  need  to  be  resolved  by  the 
Commission.)  Given  these  large  expanses  of  highly 
risk-prone  areas,  the  CPUC's  conclusion  should  be 
carefully  weighed  by  the  Commission,  especially  because 
the  CPUC  admittedly  found  that  the  PGiB  project  would 
pose  significant  risks  that  had  not  been  mitigated. 

Routing  a new  pipeline  that  has  significant  safety 
problems  adjacent  to  an  existing  pipeline  creates  a 
significant  risk.  If  the  risk  of  seismic  damage  cannot 
be  effectively  eliminated,  then  a single  seismic  event 
could  completely  disrupt  the  supply  of  gas  from  both 
pipelines.  A greater  level  of  reliability  would  be 
achieved  by  selecting  a different  route  for  a new 
pipeline  at  locations  which  do  not  provide  significant 
seismic  risks,  l.e. , one  that  would  not  be  affected  by 
the  same  risk-prone  areas  which  could  Impact  the 
existing  pipeline. 

second  Issue  concerns  the  seismic  design  standards 
of  the  compressor  stations.  Aboveground  facilities  at 
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Oelevan  and  Brentwood  ere  particularly  subject  to 
dana9e  trois  itronq  ground  shahing.  because  they  ate 
both  located  in  Seismic  Zone  3.  The  coaptessot  station 
equipment  should  be  analyzed  and/or  tested  to 
demonstrate  tellable  and  sate  performance  during  and 
after  severe  earthquakes.  The  CPUC  did  not  show  that 
this  has  been  done  and  also  stated  no  criteria  to  show 
acceptability  of  specific  equipment  design  on  this 
point.  Furthermore,  the  FBIB  falls  to  indicate  whether 
the  instrumentation  and  control  systems  can  be 
seismically  designed. 

The  Commission  should  carefully  consider  each  of  these 
issues  and.  In  the  BIS,  correct  the  errors  in  the 
CPUC's  approach,  as  indicated  above. 

j.jQj.  CoMcnt  Response  A-73.  Geology,  p.  4A-B.  The  response 

to  this  comment  refers  back  to  the  response  to  comment 
A-67  for  a discussion  of  a plan  to  mitigate 
liquefaction  concerns.  However,  the  response  to  A-67 
simply  Invokes  generic  design  standards  and  does  not 
deal  specifically  with  mitigation  of  soils  liquefaction 
potential.  Thus,  the  CPUC's  analysis  was  insufficient, 
and  the  Commission  needs  to  Independently  analyze  and 
resolve  these  remaining  problems  In  the  EISi  (1)  Hhat 
lengths  of  the  proposed  pipeline  cross  areas  of 
potentially  liquefiable  sollsi  and  (2)  Mhal  design 
features  will  be  Implemented  to  mitigate  the 
liquefaction  hazard? 

6.210,  3 CoMent  Response  A-93,  Bydrology  and  Hater  Quality,  p. 

4C-13.  The  generic  approach  to  stream  water  quality 
impact  analysis  in  the  DEIB  la  illustrated  by  the 
contention  presented  in  this  response.  Despite 
highlighting  the  Fall  and  Pit  Rivers  under  the 
'existing  conditions"  section  (only  four  California 
rivers  were  specifically  discussed!,  no  specific 
mention  of  pipeline  construction  Impacts  to  these  two 
rivers  Is  made  in  the  Impacts  section.  The  response  to 
comment  A-93  contends  that  the  generic  water  quality 
analysis  la  adequate  to  conclude  that  water  quality 
Impacts  would  be  leas  than  significant.  That  is 
erroneous,  because  It  falls  to  establish  specifically 
how  the  rivers  and  streams  to  be  crossed  by  the 
pipeline  in  California  will,  in  fact,  be  protected. 

The  Commission  needs  to  correct  for  these  errors  In  the 
BIS  as  well. 

Comment  Response  A-171,  Air  (Quality,  p.  4H-3.  The 
response  to  the  comments  describe  the  analyses  of  dust 
and  PM  contained  in  the  OEIB.  Mitigation  Measure  85 
(Appenifls  C,  pp.  C-47!  instcucts  the  applicant  to 
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subolt  4 dust  control  plan  to  each  APCD  in  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley.  However,  the  OEIR  (at  3H-IJ)  indicates 
that  each  ot  the  four  air  basins  and  15  counties 
traversed  by  the  PC4B  pipeline  in  California  are 
already  nonattalnaent  for  PH  . Thus,  construction  and 
Balntenance  activities  assoc\^ated  with  the  pipeline 
will  exacerbate  the  cxlstlnq  unacceptable  levels  of 
PM^^  In  these  15  counties.  The  FEIR  fails  to  require 
the  applicant  to  subait  a site-specific  dust  control 
plan  to  each  APCD  (in  addition  to  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley)  throuqh  which  the  pipeline  passes.  The 
Coaalsslon  should  thus  require  In  the  EIS  that  PGT/PC4B 
subait  to  and  obtain  approval  of  fugitive  duet  control 
plans  by  each  APCD  prior  to  construction. 

® Coaaent  Response  A-177,  Air  Quality,  p.  SH-12.  The 

response  to  the  coaaent  fails  to  Identify  both  why  a 
wind  speed  of  3.5  a/s,  rather  than  1.0  a/s,  was  used 
for  the  air  quality  aodels  VALLEY  and  ISCST,  to 
estlaate  the  aaxiaua  air  quality  iapacts.  and  why  a 250 
aster  grid  was  used.  Instead  of  a 100  aeter  grid.  The 
California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  and  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Manageaent  District  (BAAQMD)  recoaaend  using 
the  2.5  a/s  and  100  aeter  grid  and  spacing  paraaetera. 
Considering  the  air  quality  iapacts  at  Delevan  froa 
NO^,  and  the  indirect  effect  of  NO  and  reactive 
organic  gas  (ROCs)  on  ozone  (0  ) levels,  these  aodellng 
questions  aust  be  addressed  by’ the  Coaaission  in  the 
BIS. 
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APPENDIX  D 


AH  ENVIRONMENTAL  COKPARISON  SHOWS  THAT  THE  ALTAMQNT  PROJECT 

IS  VASTLY  SUPERIOR  TO  THE  PCT/PCtE  PROJECfT 

Since  the  Conunisslon  did  not  make  the  necessary 
analytical  comparison  of  the  two  projects,  Altaraont  has  developed 
its  own  systematic  comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of 
each  project.  This  comparison  makes  it  evident  that  Altamont's 
project,  in  conjunction  with  the  additions  that  would  be  needed 
to  the  Kern  River  facilities  to  accommodate  gas  transportation  on 
the  Altamont  pipeline,  will  have  much  less  impact  on  the 
environment  than  would  the  PGT/PG(E  alternative.  More 
specifically,  this  comparison  shows  that  Altamont's  project  would 
be  clearly  environmentally  superior  in  nine  categories.  In  three 
other  categories,  the  results  are  mixed  or  uncertain  and,  in  one, 
neither  project  would  have  a significant  impact. ‘ Moreover,  if, 
to  the  extent  possible  by  Altamont,  the  questionable  data  and 
errors  discussed  in  the  preceding  portion  of  our  Comments  and 
Appendices  are  corrected,  the  Altamont  project  is  superior  in 
virtually  every  category. 

The  results  of  the  comparison  of  quantifiable  impacts 
are  presented  in  tabular  form  In  Table  I to  Altamont's  Comments 
and  all  significant  environmental  impacts  are  discussed  and 
compared  in  narrative  form  below.  The  numbers  found  in  Table  I 

‘ The  DEIS  concludes  that  neither  of  the  projects  would  have  a 
significant  impact  in  the  study  areas  of  socioeconomics, 
transportation  or  public  safety.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1 
and  6-2.  Because  Altamont  believes  this  conclusion  is  in  error 
as  to  at  least  socioeconomics  and  public  safety,  the  two  projects 
are  compared  below  regarding  those  two  categories. 

Transportation,  however,  is  not  analyzed  in  this  comparison. 


and  in  this  text  are  largely  derived  from  Tables  S-2,  s-3,  6-1 
and  6-2  of  the  OEIS,  as  well  as  from  the  CPUC  DEIR/FEIR. 
Modifications,  however,  have  been  made  in  the  comparison  to 
account  for  the  errors  In  the  DEIS,  as  well  as  in  the  DEIR/FEIR 
which  are  pointed  out  earlier  in  out  comments. 

A.  Geology 

The  three  geological  phenomena  that  the  Commission 
quantified  were  faulting,  liquefaction  and  landslides.  OEIS  at 
Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  With  regard  to  faulting,  the  DEIS 
indicates  PGT/PG4E's  proposed  pipeline  would  cross  five  (5) 
active  faults  and  Altamont's  pipeline  would  cross  none.*  DEIS 
at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  A review  of  the  DEIS  and  FEIR 
shows  that  the  Commission  underestimated  the  number  of  faults 
that  the  PGT/PG4E  project  would  cross.  According  to  the  CPUC, 
the  PG4E  project  would  cross  a total  of  17  potentially  active 
faults.  In  conjunction  with  three  for  PGT,  this  means  the 
pipeline  would  cross  a total  of  20.  FEIR  at  Table  2-5,  DEIS  at 
Tables  S-2  and  6-1.  However,  even  without  including  the  faults 
that  the  DEIS  omits,  the  PGT/PGtE  proposal  carries  with  It 
significantly  higher  seismic  risks,  e.q.,  by  a ratio  of  flve-to- 


* Altamont  route  would  cross  two  faults  that  may  have  been 

neither  is  believed  to  be  presently 
active.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-3  and  6-2. 
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Another  geological  difference  that  favors  the  Altamont 
project  is  the  fact  that  the  PGtE  portion  of  PGT/PGtE's  pipeline 
would  transport  natural  gas  through  404  miles  of  land  in  Seismic 
Risk  Zone  3,  while  Altamont's  pipeline  would  not  go  through  any 
Zone  3 areas.  FEIR  at  Tables  2-5  and  2-6.  Likewise,  Altamont's 
pipeline  is  not  near  areas  of  active  volcanic  activity,  while  at 
least  85  miles  of  PGT/PGtE's  pipeline  would  cross  areas  of 
potential  volcanic  activity.  FEIR  at  Table  2-5.  Similarly, 
PGT/PGaB's  project  would  cover  a much  larger  number  of  miles  of 
land  subject  to  potential  liquefaction.  PGT/PGfcE's  project  would 
cross  50.6  miles  potentially  subject  to  liquefaction  and 
Altamont's  project  would  cross  only  7.B  such  miles.  DEIS  at 
Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  Finally,  the  PGT/PG4E  project 
would  cross  at  least  15.7  miles  (and,  according  to  the  FEIR,  21.5 
miles)  of  land  where  the  potential  for  landslides  is  high,  as 
opposed  to  only  3.2  miles  for  Altamont.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3, 
6-1  and  6-2;  FEIR  at  Table  2-5. 

Thus,  in  every  geological  area  of  concern,  the  PGT/PG6E 
proposed  project  would  have  a far  greater  potential  impact  than 
would  the  Altamont  project,  even  after  accounting  for 
"mitigation"  conditions.  Indeed,  the  CPUC  concluded  that,  even 
with  mitigation  measures,  the  risks  posed  by  possible  pipeline 
ruptures  in  California  due  to  seismic  and  volcanic  activity  were 
significant  and  unmitigable . * 


' See  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co.,  D. 90-12-119,  slip  op.  at 
145,  153. 
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Soils 


As  was  true  regarding  geological  phenomena,  the 
Altamont  project  would  have  a significantly  smaller  potential 
impact  than  would  the  PGT/PCtE  project.  The  most  dramatic 
difference  lies  in  the  number  of  miles  of  prime  farmland  that 
would  be  crossed.  The  PGT/PGiE  project  would  cross  291.7  miles 
of  prime  farmland,  in  contrast  to  8 miles  of  potentially  prime 
farmland  traversed  by  Altamont.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and 
6-2.  As  the  CPUC  concluded,  even  with  mitigation  measures,  the 
impact  on  prime  farmland  in  California  would  be  significant  and 
unmitigable.* 

The  difference  in  the  number  of  miles  of  soil  with 
"poor  to  poor-to-fair"  rehabilitation  potential  la  alao  quite 
aubatantlal.  PGT/PG.E  would  ctoaa  312. B ollea  of  auch  aoll, 
compared  to  252  mllea  for  Altamont.  DEIS  at  Tablea  s-2,  s-3,  6-1 
and  6-2.  Thla  difference  la  even  more  significant  when  one  takes 
Into  consideration  the  fact  that  the  PCT/PG6E  figure  la  based  on 
areas  with  slopes  in  escesa  of  25«,  while  the  Altamont  figure 
used  a 15«  factor.  If  the  15»  factor  were  used  for  the  PGT/PG6E 
project,  the  miles  of  poor  or  poor-to-falr  rehabilitation  aoll 
for  that  project  would  be  much  higher.  Thus,  In  all  respects 
involving  soils,  the  Altamont  project  la  environmentally  superior 
to  PGT/PGtE'a. 


Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co..  D. 90-12-119,  slip.  op.  at 
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C.  water  Quality 


The  quantifiable  Impacts  on  water  quality  by  the 
PGT/PGtE  project  also  would  far  exceed  those  associated  with 
Altamonfs  project.  The  PGT/PGsE  project  would  involve  17  major 
river  crossinqs,  in  contrast  to  9 river  crossings  by  Altamont. 

DEIS  at  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  The  PGT/PG6E  project  also  would 
require  70  crossings  of  perennial  streams  and  205  crossings  of 
intermittent  streams,  as  opposed  to  61  and  127  for  Altamont.^ 

DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  Thus,  the  potential 
impacts  on  water  quality  associated  with  Altamonfs  proposed 
pipeline  route  are  substantially  less  than  those  associated  with 
PGT/PGtE’s  pipeline. 

D.  Land  Ose 

The  potential  impacts  that  the  PCT/PGiE  project  would 
have  on  land  used  for  residential  purposes  and  for  growing  crops 
also  are  significantly  greater  than  the  impact  that  the  Altamont 
project  would  have.  The  PGT/PGiE  construction  right-of-way  would 
be  within  50  feet  of  124  residential  structures.  In  contrast, 
Altamonfs  right-of-way  and  construction  would  not  be  built 
within  50  feet  of  any  residences.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1 
and  6-2.  PGT/PG6E  would  disturb  4,212,6  acres  of  cropland  in 


* On  November  28,  1990,  Altamont  filed  route  realignments  that 
reduced  the  number  of  crossings  of  perennial  streams  by  one 
(Stambaugh  Creek). 
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contrast  to  2,495  acres  that  would  be  temporarily  disturbed  by 
the  Altamont  project.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2. < 

The  Altamont  plpaim,  would  tun  through  a larger  amount 
of  publicly  owned  land.  Altamont  would  cross  206  miles  of 
federal  land  and  60  miles  of  state  and  local  land.  In  contrast. 
PCT/PG.E  would  cross  HI. 8 miles  of  federal  land  and  10.0  miles 
of  state  or  locally  owned  land.  DEIS  at  Tables  s-2,  s-3,  6-1  and 
6-2.  However,  this  distinction  does  not  have  any  significance 
from  an  environmental  perspective. 

Finally,  while  Altamont's  pipeline  route,  as  it  has 
been  realigned,  would  not  result  in  any  significant  land  use/ 
policy  regulatory  conflicts,'  the  Brentwood  Compressor  Station 
and  20  miles  of  the  pipeline  for  the  PG6E  portion  would  present 
such  a conflict  with  the  Contra  Costa  County  land  use  plan.' 
Altamonfs  project,  therefore,  is  superior  in  terms  of  its 
potential  impact  on  land  use. 


App.  A?  com^e™"n“p.'s-?;?°““'' 

Tab'les^S-3  an”  conflict  referred  to  in 

’ — ?AP^t‘c  Cas  Electric  Co.  . D. 90-12-119,  slip  op.  at  152. 
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E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife 


PGT/PG4E's  route  would  have  substantially  greater 
impacts  on  vegetation  and  wildlife  than  the  route  proposed  by 
Altamont.  PGT/PG4E'8  project  would  disturb  2«631  acres  of  forest 
in  contrast  to  Altamont's  project,  which  would  disturb  only  30.8 
acres  of  forest.  DEIS  at  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  This  is  a 
particularly  significant  impact  In  view  of  the  number  of  years  it 
will  take  these  forests  to  grow  back.  DEIS  at  4C-5. 

PGT/PG4E's  route  would  potentially  affect  S federally 
listed  or  proposed  threatened  or  endangered  species  of  plants  and 
14  such  species  of  wildlife,  while  Altamont's  route  would  disturb 
no  federally  listed  or  proposed  plants  and  only  possibly  impact 
on  9 species  of  wildlife.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2. 
Equally  disparate  are  impacts  on  big  game  habitat  (PGT/PG4E  - 150 
acres:  Altamont  - 10  acres),  upland  game  bird  habitat 
{PGT/PG4C  -94.5  acres:  Altamont  - 10  acres),  and  waterfowl 
habitat  (PGT/PGiC  - 67  acres;  Altamont  - 0 acres).*  DEIS  at 
Tables  S-2,  $-3,  6-1  and  6-2. 

The  final  quantifiable  area  involving  vegetation  and 
wildlife  identified  by  the  Commission  Involves  acres  of  wetland 
and  riparian  habitat  crossed  by  the  pipelines.  As  presently 
computed  in  the  DEIS,  PGT/PGsE's  project  would  affect  47.2  acres 

* The  10  acres  attributed  to  Altamont  regarding  big  game  habitat 
and  regarding  upland  game  bird  habitat,  are  solely  in  reference 
to  the  Kern  River  Compressor  Station  No.  2 in  Morgan  County, 

Utah.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-3  and  6-2. 
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and  Altamonf.  255  acres.  DEIS  at  Tables  s-2,  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2. 
As  discussed  elsewhere  in  Altamonfs  comments,  however,  vernal 
pools  were  excluded  from  the  OEIS's  computation  of  PGT/PGAE's 
acreage,  and  deflation  basins  were  improperly  included  in 
Altamont's  acreage.  See  App.  A,  comment  on  p.  4E-60,  App.  B, 
comment  on  p.  s-13.  Horeovet,  the  relative  amounts  of  wetlands 
to  be  transversed  by  the  two  projects  were  derived  by  two  very 
different  methods  which,  as  even  the  DEIS  acknowledges,  resulted 
in  an  overstatement  of  Altamont's  acreage  and  understatement  of 
PGT/PG6E's  acreage.  DEIS  at  3E-2,  4E-5.  Thus,  the  wetland 
acreages  described  in  the  DEIS  ate  Inadequate  to  allow  any  sort 
of  rational  quantitative  comparison  of  the  effects  that  the  two 
projects  would  have  on  wetlands  and  riparian  habitat.  Setting 
aside  the  inaccurate  numbers  for  wetlands  and  riparian  habitat, 
however,  one  can  only  conclude  that  Altamont's  project  is  far 
more  environmentally  benign  with  regard  to  impacts  on  vegetation 
and  wildlife  than  is  the  PGT/PG6E  project. 

P.  Fiah  Speclaa 

The  PGT/PG4E  proposed  pipeline  would  impact  a fat 
larger  number  of  fish  species  and  their  habitats  than  would 
Altamont's  proposed  pipeline.  PGT/PG6E  would  potentially  affect 
7 federally  listed  or  proposed  threatened  or  endangered  fish 
species,  as  opposed  to  1 species  potentially  affected  by 
Altamont.  DEIS  at  Tables  s-2,  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  As  the  CPUC 
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notedr  even  with  mitigation  measures,  the  impact  of  the  PG(E 
portion  of  the  pipeline  on  4 of  these  species  would  be 
significant  and  unmitigable.'" 


PGT/PGtE's  pipeline  also  would  cross  18  streams  with 
anadromous  fisheries,  23  Important  spawning  streams  and  24 
streams  with  important  recreational  fisheries.  In  contrast, 
Altamont's  pipeline  would  not  cross  any  anadromous  fisheries.  I 
addition,  Altamont's  pipeline  would  only  cross  8 Important 
spawning  streams  and  14  streams  with  important  recreational 
fisheries.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1-and  6-2.  Thus,  the 
Altamont  project's  impacts  on  fisheries  also  would  be  far  less 
than  those  posed  by  the  PGT/PG4E  project. 

G.  Socioeconoalca 

The  DEIS  concludes  that  neither  project  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  socioeconomics.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3, 
6-1  and  6-2.  The  DEIS,  however,  ignores  the  finding  of  the  CPUC 
that  there  would  be  significant  and  unmitigable  socioeconomic 
impacts  that  would  result  if  PGtE  pipeline  ruptures  were  to  occu 


See  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co..  D. 90-12-119,  slip  op.  at 
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as  a result  of  seismic  or  volcanic  activity  in  Cali fornia. 

Thus,  Altamonfs  pipeline  is  clearly  preferable  in  the 
socioeconomic  category. 

H*  Air  Quality 

Air  quality  is  one  of  the  few  areas  where  the  potential 
Impacts  quantitatively  may  be  less  for  PGT/PGSE  than  for 
Altamont,  as  currently  described  in  the  DEIS.  The  Altamont  and 
Kern  Rivet  Expansion  project  collectively  would  require 
construction  of  11  new  compressor  stations,  while  PGT/PGSE  would 
construct  1 additional  compressor  station.  DEIS  at  Tables  s-2, 
S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  PGT/PGSE,  however,  would  be  forced  to  expand  4 
existing  compressor  stations  to  enhance  capacity  and  Altamont 
would  be  required  to  do  this  for  only  2 stations,  both  of  which 
would  be  part  of  the  Kern  River  facility.  DEIS  at  Tables  S-2, 

S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  Seven  of  the  Altamont  and  at  least  3 of  the 
PGT/PGSE  compressor  stations  would  apparently  require  PSD  review. 
DEIS  at  Tables  s-2,  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2.” 

However,  this  numerical  comparison  may  be  misleading 
with  respect  to  the  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  the  proposed 
compressor,  tor  the  PGT/PGSE  pipeline  project,  because  the  DEIS 

145.—  £j<=“lc  Gas  and  Electric  m D. 90-12-119,  slip  op.  at 

PGSE*sta'tio"i?9  Veo^^iVino  tM  DEIS,  the  number  of 

3 PGT  stations  for  unknown.  Consequently,  the 

wo^ld  reoulr.  "“t  >>e  all  that 

T^Sl„  S-’2  and  6-1.  POT/PGSE  project.  DEIS  at 
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uses  materially  inconsistent  estimates  of  emissions  from  the  3 
proposed  PGT/PCaC  compressors  in  assessing  whether  the  emissions 
result  in  a significant  environmental  impact.  With  respect  to 
Compressor  Station  No.  3(  the  DEIS  states  that  the  new  25>000  hp 
gas  turbine  will  emit  only  247  tons  per  year  of  NO  This 
emissions  estimate  is  approximately  401  lower  than  the  NO 
emissions  estimates  for  the  other  presumably  identical  2S,000  hp 
compressors  to  be  installed  at  PGT/PG&E  Compressor  Station  Nos.  5 
and  7.^*  To  provide  a meaningful  air  quality  comparative 
analysis,  the  DEIS  should  use  comparable  emission  factors  for  all 
PGT/PGtE  gas  turbines,  especially  since  PGT/PC&E  has  not  yet 
identified  the  actual  turbine  design. 

This  emission  factor  discrepancy  is  even  more 
significant  in  that  air  quality  modeling  conducted  by  PGT/PG&B 
for  the  area  surrounding  Compressor  Station  No.  3,  using  the 
lower  247  tons  per  year  No  emissions  estimate,  indicates  that 
there  is,  nonetheless,  a potential  significant  environmental 
impact  for  which  the  DEIS  must  provide  mitigation  measures.  The 
DEIS,  on  page  4H-S,  discusses  air  quality  modeling  conducted  by 
PGT/PG&E  using  the  Valley  and  ISCST  air  dispersion  models  to 
determine  whether  Class  I and  Class  II  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  increments  for  NO  are  exceeded.  The  DEIS, 
virtually  without  comment,  noted  that  results  from  the  Valley  air 

Compressor  Station  No.  3 is  located  at  Eastport,  Idaho. 

Compressor  Station  No.  5 is  located  in  Athol,  Idaho,  and 
Compressor  Station  No.  7 is  located  in  Walla  Walla  County, 
Washington. 
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quality  model,  using  the  247  tons  per  year  NO  emissions 
estimate.  Indicated  an  exceedance  of  the  Class  II  maximum  No 
increment  (25  ug/m’)  at  Compressor  Station  No.  3.  The  NO 
Increment  exceedance  constitutes  a significant  environmental 
Impact,  for  ehlch  the  DEIS  must  provide  mitigation  measures  under 
NEPA.”  Significantly,  none  of  the  Altamont/Kecn  River  Stations 
would  result  in  NO^  increment  exceedance. 

Finally,  as  the  CPUC  found,  even  with  mitigation 
measures,  the  PGSE  portion  of  the  pipeline  would  result  in 
significant  and  unmltigable  ait  quality  Impacts  due  to  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  In  the  South  Coast  Alt  Basin. '•  In  addition, 
the  PGT/POSE  proposal  will  result  in  substantial  emissions  of 
particulate  matter  (FEIH  at  2-12),  much  of  which  will  be  in 
onattalnment  areas  in  California,  while  the  Altamont  project 
passes  through  only  attainment  areas  for  this  pollutant.  Thus, 
construction  activity  in  building  the  PGT/pceE  pipeline  will  also 
add  fugitive  dust  emissions  to  the  already  polluted  air  of  the 
California  non-attainment  areas. 


ComJI’s'afo'iJ’' a'f  Public  Utilities 

to^ission,  which  discussed  the  same  PGT/PGeE  alt  oualltv 

term 

eJbeedancea  o'fTh” wn‘' shews  potential 
exceedances  of  the  NO^  increment.”  DEIR  at  4-14. 

1*45—  ?^<=^tic  Gas  and  Electric  Co..  D. 90-12-119,  slip  op.  at 
0-12 
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Altamont  will  not  have  any  compressor  stations  that 
potentially  exceed  SS  dBA.  PGT.  on  the  other  hand,  will  have  one 
station  in  excess  of  that  level.  In  addition,  the  numbers 
associated  with  the  PG(C  portion  of  the  pipeline  are  unknown. 

DEIS  at  Tables  S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  Even  without  this 
information,  however,  it  is  clear  that  Altamont's  pipeline  will 
have  less  impact  on  noise  sensitive  receptors  than  would  the 
PGT/PG4E  proposed  pipeline. 

J.  Public  Safety 

The  DEIS  erroneously  suggests  that  neither  project 
would  have  a significant  impact  on  public  safety.  The  DEIS  is  in 
error  with  respect  to  the  PG&E  portion  of  the  PGT/PGSE  pipeline 
route.  The  CPUC  explicitly  found  that  significant  public  health 
and  safety  risks  would  be  faced  in  California  because  of  the 
above-referenced  possibility  of  pipeline  ruptures  caused  by 
seismic  and  volcanic  activity. Thus,  Altamont's  proposed 
route  is  clearly  preferable  with  respect  to  the  potential  impact 
on  public  safety. 

K.  Cultural  Resources  and  Paleontology 

The  impacts  posed  in  these  areas  by  the  PGT/PGtC 
project  far  outweigh  those  presented  by  the  Altamont  proposal. 

See  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co.,  D. 90-12-119,  silo  oo.  at 
145. 
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first,  the  PCT/P04E  proposed  routes  would  place  220  known 
archeological  sites  within  the  area  of  potential  effect  , -ape" , . 
whereas  the  Altamont  APE  would  only  encompass  193  sites.  DEIS  at 
Tables  s-2,  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  Second,  the  Altamont  route  would 
traverse  261  miles  with  significant  paleontologlc  formations, 
while  the  PGT/PG6E  route  would  cross  560  miles.  DEIS  at  Tables 
S-2,  S-3,  6-1  and  6-2. 


Viaual  lapact 


The  DEIS  finds  that  Altaraonfs  proposed  route  would 
cover  a greater  number  of  miles  of  high  or  moderate  Impact  visual 
resources  (97.2  miles)  than  would  PGT/PGlE's  route  (60.6  miles) 
DDIS  at  Tables  s-2.  s-3,  6-1  and  6-2.  This  Is  an  error  because 
the  DEIS  does  not  include  In  the  PGT/PG.E  figure,  any  mileage  for 
PC6E  even  though  the  PEIR  concluded  that  the  PG6E  pipeline  would 
cross  181.73  miles  of  high  or  moderate  impact  visual  resources. 
EEIr  at  Table  2-5.  Similarly,  as  the  DEIS  notes,  the  impact  of 
the  Altamont  project  on  visual  resources  is  overstated.  DEIS  at 
6-28.  Thus,  the  Altamont  project  also  Is  clearly  superior  In 
terms  of  visual  impact. 


In  sum,  despite  the  serious  deficiencies  in  the  data 
contained  In  the  DEIS  which  we  Identify  elsewhere.  It  is  clear 
that  the  Altamont  pipeline,  with  the  Kern  River  additions,  would 
be  environmentally  euperior  to  the  PGT/PG6E  pipeline.  The 
D-14 
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dlCferences  in  the  impacts  presented  by  the  two  projects  are 
quite  significant.  This  comparison  shows  that  Altamont's  project 
would  be  environmentally  superior  in  nine  of  the  thirteen  study 
areas.  Those  areas  in  which  Altamont  is  clearly  superior  in 
every  respect  are:  geology*  soils*  water  quality*  land  use* 
fisheries,  socioeconomics,  noise,  public  safety*  and  visual 
resources.  The  two  projects  are  even  in  the  transportation 
category  and,  in  the  other  three  categories,  the  results  are 
mixed  or  the  data  is  Inadequate  and  cannot  fairly  be  compared. 

On  the  whole,  however,  the  potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the 
Altamont  pipeline  are  substantially  less  than  the  Impacts  that 
would  be  presented  if  the  PGT/PGtE  pipeline  were  to  be  built. 


D-15 


PGT/PG&E  Comments 


(Pacifk  Gas  Transmlssioa  Companyl 


PGT 


RECEIVED  BY 

M4R  0 4 IV;  I 


March  4,  1991 


Ms.  Lola  D.  Cashell,  Sacratary 
Fedaral  Enargy  Regulatory  CoBBlsaion 
Dockata  Branch,  Roob  3110 
925  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Haahlngton,  D.C.  20426 

Ra:  Docket  Nos.  CPB9-460>000  and  CP89-460-001 
Draft  Envlronaental  lapact  Stateaant 

Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 


In  accordance  with  the  guidelines  laid  out  In  the  Notice  of 
Availability,  attached  are  the  coBBents  of  the  PGT-PGtE  Expansion 
Project  (Expansion  Project)  to  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Cookalsslon  Draft  Envlronaental  lapact  Stateaent  (DEIS),  Issued  on 
January  11,  1991. 

The  Expansion  Project  appreciates  the  balanced,  well- 
structured  character  of  the  DEIS.  The  attached  comaenta  are  alaed 
prlaarlly  at  filling  out  certain  Inforaation  gaps,  thereby  ensuring 
a coaplete  Final  Envlronaental  Impact  Stateaent,  and  at  clarifying 
certain  alsunderstandlngs  of  data  presented  thus  far  for  the 
envlronaental  review  of  the  Expansion  Project. 


While  we  understand  the  adalnlstratlve  efficiency  of  releasing 
one  DEIS  for  both  the  Expansion  Project  and  the  Altaaont  Project, 
we  urge  the  staff  not  to  delay  the  review  of  the  Expansion  Project 
because  of  any  probleas  that  aay  occur  in  the  review  of  the 
Altaaont  application.  This  will  ensure  fairness  in  the 
envlronaental  review  process  and  Is  consistent  with  the  Intent  of 
the  Coaaission,  as  stated  In  Its  Order  on  the  Expansion  Project: 


"Finally,  the  PGT  expansion  project  and  the  Altaaont  project 
are  slaply  at  different  developmental  stages.  It  would  not  be 
fair  to  PGT  and  its  custoaers  to  hold  up  PCT's  project  to 
allow  Altaaont  to  develop  a market  for  its  project." 

(January  22,  1991  Order  on  CP89-460,  pp. 41-42) 


PGM  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  also  appreciate  that  your  comments  are  limited  to  your 

project. 


PGi-2  Thank  you  for  providing  this  information. 
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Ms.  Lois  D.  Cashsll 
Secretary.  FERC 
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March  4,  1991 


th.  oX“o‘'.°pU*rV„o',' 


Very  truly  yours. 


Attachnent 

cc:  Robert  Arvedlund  - FERC 
Hark  c,  Kalpln  - ferc 
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General  comments 


■The  staff  concludes  that  the  approval  of  one 
or  both  of  the  proposed  projects,  with 
appropriate  eitigating  eeasures,  including 
the  receipt  of  necessary  peraits  and 
approvals,  would  have  United  adverse 
environnental  Inpact." 

prol.«a'?rSnI  "nollhtlhg  two 

jo;:?t,"a“e-h":isrsiu“d“;eS  t%-jSe^- ?h""" 

projects  are  co.p.tltive  with  each  othL-  (pi^. 

neces™^;  “If'”  l"'<>"»tion 

treated,  IndependeMirthr^^JSSj  reRc'pJoc^d!^?,!’ 

tHPUtlVe  ShMsrv  paaea  s-u  thrcoh  v-ia 

EMPUtlvt  BuimarY.  minr  leoact  Conc,...|n„, 

StatioS'vJi^rhr"?^^  o“orLrr  Brentwood  Coepressor 

Public  utllulH  rom,r^:in  ? farisland.  The  California 

EMCUtlve  SuiMary,  HaJor  Ippart  Conclusions  nan,  C_,, 

BxpaSslL°Jrlj:c"-.rfl‘c"fnra  ^J^tf 5Ja“t‘"' 


PGl-3  Thank  you  for  ihis  information.  See  revised  Executive  Summary  and  Chapter  6. 


PGl-^ 


Comment  noted.  See  revised  Executive  Summary  and  Chapter  6. 


PCI-4 

(COOL) 

PGl-5 

PCI-6 

PGl-7j 

PGl-8 


paleontological  formatlona  but  at  present  one  cannot  conclude 
that  the  PGT-PGSE  Expansion  Project  would  Impact  any  significant 
resources  within  these  formations.  {Comments  also  apply  to 
Chapter  6,  Conclusions  and  Recommendations,  page  6-9,  fifth 
paragraph.) 

The  sixth  paragraph  indicates  that  there  is  a high 
probability  for  landslide  activity  and  slope  instability  to 
threaten  the  Integrity  of  the  pipeline  at  the  proposed  Hannafin 
Canyon  crossing.  This  is  contrary  to  PGT-PC4E's  assessment  of 
slope  conditions  at  the  proposed  crossing.  Although  the  slopes 
are  quite  steep,  there  is  no  evidence  of  unstable  slope 
conditions  on  the  crossing  alignment.  (Comments  also  apply  to 
Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences,  Geology,  page  4A-2 
paragraph  6 and  Chapter  6,  Conclusions  and  Recommendations!  pace 
6-10,  third  paragraph.)  ^ 

Chapter  !■  California  cas  Demand  section,  pages  1-5  through  l-a 

The  DEIS  cites  the  1989  California  Gas  Report  (CGR)  in  the 
text  and  accompanying  tables.  The  FEIS  should  reference  the  1990 
CGR,  which  was  released  in  August  1990.  The  1990  CGR  includes 
historical  data  for  1989,  as  well  as  forecasts  of  gas 
requirements  through  2010.  A copy  of  the  1990  CGR  is  included  as 
Attachment  A. 

Chapter  L« — Caiifprnia  Supply  section,  oaoes  1-9  through  l-io 

This  section  should  also  reference  California  supply  data 
presented  in  the  1990  CGR. 

Chapter  1.  CaligornU  SuppIv  section,  naoe  1-9.  last  oaraaranh 

The  word  "southern"  (before  "California")  should  be  stricken 
from  the  first  sentence. 

Chapter  I,  California  Supply  section,  page  1-9.  last  paraarAnh 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  firm  delivery  capacity  of  the  PGT 
system  at  the  Oregon-California  border  is  1,017  MMcf/d  To 

21.  1990,  Order  on  Rehearing  (Docket  Nos. 
RPe7-62-003  and  RP86-148-005) , the  statement  should  indicate  that 
the  firm  delivery  capacity  of  the  PGT  system  at  the  Oregon- 
California  border  is  1,066  MMcf/df  this  figure  represents  the 
Maximum  Daily  Demand  for  PL-1  service,  the  only  firm  service  to 
California. 


The  discussion  of  curtailments  in  southern  California  should 
be  expanded  to  mention  of  the  winter  1989-1990  curtailments  in 


PG-4 


PGI  S Comment  nolrf.  The  refetenee  to  the  probability  of  landslide  activity  and  slope  inslabilil,  a, 
being  ‘high*  has  been  deleted.  ' ^ insiaoiiity  as 


PC  I -6  'Thank  you  for  this  additional  information.  Due  to  the  siie  of  the  CGR  it  i<  nm  h..ino 
reproduced  in  the  FEIS  but  is  available  for  review  at  the  FERC.  ' ^ 


PCI-7  Comment  accepted. 
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Comment  accepted. 
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both  southern  and  northern  California, 
paragraph  should  read  as  follows: 


the  second 


Reeeot  Curtallaaots  la  California.  Curtailments  of  gas 
service  occurred  to  noncore  custoners  in  southern  California 
during  winter  1987-1998,  sunner  1988,  winter  1986-1969 
winter  1989-1990,  and  again  in  winter  1990-1991.  * 

Curtailments  of  gas  service  to  noncore  customers  in  northern 
California  also  occurred  during  winter  1986-1989  winter 
1989-1990,  and  winter  1990-1991.  A summary  of  recent 
statewide  curtailments  as  reported  in  the  1990  CGR  is  shown 
in  the  following  table.  These  events  have  focused  attention 
on  whether  present  gas  service  is  sufficient  to  meet 
California  energy  needs. 


Recent  Gas  Curtailments  in  California 
IMMcf) 


Calendar 
year 


Northern  Southern 

gfllitgrnlfl  California  Total 


1987  4,745 

1988  31,025 

1989  29,200 


4,015  8,760 
14,235  45,260 
59,860  89,060 


source:  1990  California  Gas  Report 


cuapttc  1,  Callforillll  Sunnl.  s.rtlon,  n.o.  l-ii 

Coml.slon  (CPUC)  issued  s 
Of  public  convenience  end  necessity  tor  the 
dJJuIoo  So'’?^  °f  KT-PC.E  Exp.nslon  Project  in  its 
hi  ini  ‘“““P'*  Oecember  27,  1390.  Psqe  l-ll  should 

be  changed  to  reflect  the  CPUC*s  action. 


1.  Introduction,  "goinpliance  with  ceqa  and  mepa".  oaga  i. 


pGi-n 


the  F«r  interstate  alternatives  in  the  FEIR  and 

FeL  ‘ ' such,  needs  to  be  further  clarified.  The 

t clear  in  Section  2.5  -System  Alternatives- 

i??? ^ conclusion  should  be  drawn... that  the  fPGT- 

Altamont]  projects  are  competitive 
f'ElR.  however,  does  not  make  this 
distinction  clear.  As  such,  federal  agencies  such  as  the 

corps  of  Engineers  need  FERC  to  spell 
«Sc  ia!nJ«i^  ‘^®  incorporated. 

FERC  maintains  that  intgrgtfttfi  projects  such  as  Altamont  are  not 
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Comment  accepted. 


PGl-IO  Comment  accepted. 


PGMI 


Thank  you  for  your  comment, 
adequate. 


The  FERC  suff  believes  that  its  discussion  of  this 


PG-5 


gluptci:  1.  Intraductlon  T.bi.  ,-.  p„.. 

state  of  Oregon.  These  include:  itional  penaits  for  the 

areqpn  Pcpartment  of  rt^h  ^nd  wiidiif, 

In-Water  Blasting  Perait 

o Assures  that  adequate  safequards  win  «.^i. 
protect  ,1.0  11, r ourln, 

ataqgn  Ptpartmeiit  o.  Pert.  R.cr.etion 

wuhi. 

° the  John  De,  Rl.,t 

Oregon  DIvInInn  o,  st.t. 

Subnerged/suboerslble  Unde  Eesement 

° ooh'“i“srv^?,"s"r2r[}"?on"i5"r"r' 

the  lost  Rlv,r'.nd''t^riirjr.^eln"  '=“  "bee 

Per.lt  lor  Re.ov.l  or  Filling  m Scenic  Heterv.ye 

• SES  a;;:-::  a.;  »:■«  ;a:  s:  s::;- 

UmtUla  Cggnt-y  Plnnnlno  n.n.r..rnt 
Conditional  Use  Perait 

° ~t"ij?:r  i?o*r;;r.jt'.!°"'“““"*‘  -'"-tt 

Martov  ObuntY  Plnnnlno  

Conditional  Use  Perait 

o Consider  issuance  of  condltioniii  ■>«,<.  .Nev_i..  .. 
meterUl  storage  ^,J^“"attlonal  use  pen.lt  for 
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Comment  accepted. 
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Conditional  Use  Pemlt 


o Consider  Issuance  of  conditional  use  permit  for 
material  storage  site. 

Deschutes  County  Planning  Department 

Conditional  Use  Permit 

o Consider  issuance  of  conditional  use  permit  for 
material  storage  site. 

Chapter  1.  Introduction.  Table  1*4.  oaoe  1-21 

The  State  of  Washington’s  State  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(SEPA)  process  should  be  referenced  in  this  table.  The 
Washington  Department  of  Ecology  (DOE)  is  the  lead  state  agency 
for  the  PCT-PGtE  Expansion  Project.  Like  the  federal  process, 
the  Washington  state  review  considers  the  impact  of  projects 
which  may  potentially  result  in  significant  impacts  to  Washington 
resources.  The  DOE  is  currently  reviewing  the  federal  DEIS  for 
compliance  with  SEPA  guidelines. 


Chapter  2,  Project  Description,  section  2.3.3.  page  2-22 


The  DEIS  identifies  Alternative  c as  the  PC6E  preferred 
route  to  avoid  the  Jepson  Prairie  Reserve.  Alternative  C was 
PG&E's  initially  preferred  route;  however,  in  order  to  minimize 
environmental  impacts  to  both  vernal  and  playa  pools,  PG4E 
identified  Alternative  B.  In  its  decision  dated  December  27, 
1990  (page  141),  the  CPUC  directed  that  Alternative  B,  as 
illustrated  on  Figure  2-3,  page  2-23,  be  the  preferred  reroute. 
PC(E  has  adopted  this  reroute. 


Chapter  2,  Project  Description.  Section  2.3.2.  oaoe  2-23 

The  DEIS  describes  the  proposed  route,  Alternative  1,  which 
departs  from  the  existing  pipeline  to  avoid  the  rapidly 
urbanizing  Brentwood-Antioch  area  and  connects  to  Brentwood 
Compressor  Station  which  is  proposed  to  be  expanded.  In  its 
decision  dated  December  27,  1990  (pages  141-142),  the  CPUC 
directed  that  route  Alternative  4 (modified)  and  alternative 
Compressor  Station  Site  C be  used  for  this  reroute.  These 
alternatives  are  illustrated  on  Figure  2-4,  pages  2-25  and  2-26 
and  discussed  in  the  CPUC  final  EIR.  PG4E  has  adopted  this 
reroute. 


Chapter  2.  Project  Description,  pane  2-39  and  Table  2-a 


PGI-13  Thank  you  for  this  informalion.  See  revised  Chapter  2. 
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The  dlBcusslon  on  page  2-39  and  Table  2-e  as  they  relate  to 
the  construction  schedule  should  be  nodlfled  to  reflect  the 
schedule  that  was  subnltted  to  the  FERC  by  letter  dated  Decenber 
21,  1990.  As  presented  In  that  letter,  the  initial  one-year 
construction  schedule  was  a tentative  schedule  and  is  no  longer 
appropriate  due  to  requirenents  to  alniBize  environsental 
disturbance,  siniBlte  throughput  constraints,  aanage  costs  of 
construction  and  reduce  risk  of  completion  delays.  Therefore,  as 
presented  in  the  above-referenced  letter,  PGT-PGtC  intend  to 
construct  the  pipeline  over  a two-year  period  (1992-1993).  In 
addition,  the  borings  of  the  sensitive  Sacraaento  Delta  area  will 
be  accoaplished  in  the  fall  of  1991. 


Chapter  3E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  3E-2.  paragraph  5 

The  stateaent  that  the  method  of  using  NWI  aaps  and  aerial 
photos  tends  to  underestiaate  the  aaount  of  jurisdictional 
wetlands  is  incorrect.  Use  of  NUI  maps  alone  would  underestimate 
the  amount  of  jurisdictional  wetlands.  However,  as  with  the 
Altaaont  Project,  vegetation  and  topographic  features  indicated 
in  aerial  photos  were  also  used  in  developing  the  list  of  stream 
crossings  for  the  PGT-PGIE  Expansion  Project.  Therefore  the  same 
conclusion  about  the  Altaaont  wetland  list  — that  use  of  one 
parameter,  in  this  case  vegetation,  will  tend  to  overestimate  the 
number  of  wetlands  — is  equally  valid  for  the  PCT-PGtE  Expansion 
Project  wetland  list.  The  list  of  wetland  crossings  for  the  PGT- 
PG&E  Expansion  Project  relied  prlaarily  on  aerial  photos, 
especially  since  NWl  aaps  for  auch  of  the  route  have  only 
recently  become  available.  Therefore,  the  lists  for  the  two 
projects  are  relatively  comparable. 

Chapter  3E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  oaoe  3E-S.  paragraph  2 


Two  vegetation  types,  oak  woodland  and  Central  Valley 
grassland,  are  listed  in  this  paragraph  but  not  described  further 
in  the  section  titled  "Vegetation  Types  and  Associated  Wildlife." 


Chapter  3E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  3E-S^  paragraph  3 

The  Final  Report  on  Surveys  for  Special-Status  Wildlife 
(Harding  Lawson  Associates  1990)  should  be  Included  in  these 
references. 


Chapter  3E.  Vegetation  and  wildlife,  oaoe  3E-12.  Table  3E-3 

The  subspecies  of  Townsend’s  big-eared  bat  likely  to  occur 
along  the  PGT-PGiE  Expansion  Project  route  in  Idaho  and 
Washington  is  Plecotus  townsendii  oallescens.  Plecotus 
townsendii  townsendii  is  primarily  restricted  to  the  more  huaid 
coastal  belt  of  the  Pacific  states. 


Chapter  3E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  3E-13.  Table  3E-_3 
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PGI-14  Thank  you  for  this  inrormahon.  The  leUer  the  commenlor  references  indicated  that  PGT/PG&B 
tentatively  proposed  to  revise  its  construction  schedule.  Chapter  2 has  been  revised  to  correctly 
reflect  PCT/PG&E’s  lenUlive  revision  of  its  construction  schedule. 


PGl-iS  Comment  noted.  The  FERC  staff  reviewed  both  NWI  maps  and  aerial  photographs  to  identify 
the  occurrence  of  wetlands  along  PGT/PG&E's  proposed  route.  However,  given  the  low  quality 
of  the  aerial  photographs  filed  by  PGT  with  (he  Commission,  the  FERC  staff  believes  that  it  may 
have  underestimated  the  occurrence  of  wetlands  along  PGT/PG&E's  route.  In  addition,  given 
the  fact  that  no  NWI  maps  were  available  for  the  Altamoni  route,  and  that  riparian  vegetation 
is  difficult  to  distinguish  from  wetland  vegetation  on  aerial  photographs  in  the  region  where  ihe 
Altamont  Project  is  located,  the  FERC  staff  believes  tliat  it  may  have  overestimated  the 
occurrence  of  wetlands  along  Altamont's  route. 


PGI-16  Thank  you  for  this  information.  The  oak  woodland  Centra!  Valley  grassland  vegetation  types 
occur  in  California.  Therefore,  reference  to  these  vegetation  types  has  been  deleted. 


PGI-17  The  FERC  staff  has  utilized  this  information  in  the  development  of  its  Biological  Assessment. 

The  references  provided  in  the  paragraph  cited  pertain  to  common  wildlife  species,  and  not 
special-status  species  to  which  the  Harding  Lawson  Associates  Report  applies. 


PGl-18 


Comment  accepted. 


Habitat  for  the  Swalnson's  hawk  is  located  in  Whitman 
Columbia,  and  Walla  Walla  counties. 

See  comment  on  page  3E-12  on  Townsend's  big-eared  bat. 

Chapter  3E.  Vtoetatlon  and  Wildlife,  pane  3e-14.  T»hi> 

Habitat  for  the  Swainson's  hawk  is  located  in  Morrow, 
Gilliam,  Sherman,  Wasco,  Jefferson,  and  Crook  counties. 

Chapter  3E,  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  oaoe  3E-15.  Table 

Habitat  for  the  California  wolverine  is  located  in  eastern 
Shasta  and  Tehama  counties.  Habitat  for  the  Townsend's  big-eared 
bat  is  located  in  Modoc  County.  Habitat  for  the  Swainson's  hawk 
is  located  in  Modoc,  Tehama,  and  Solano  counties.  Habitat  for 
the  Greater  sandhill  crane  is  located  in  Modoc,  Shasta,  and 
Tehama  counties.  ' 

Chapter  ?E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  paoe  3E-ifl.  Table 

I a game  species  with  habitat  in 

ClUPttt  JE,  VtqetJtlon  and  ullrtut.,  eg.  iE-?n  t.m.  i.-. 

““P.*"?  °“™-  sna  pronghorn 

'PP*'"*  PPl-eon  H.p.s  417-427  iind  th. 
'“'■il'iPr  »oro  acourately  ands  at  K.p.  427, 

I Bllghtly  aouth  of  the  Madras  CoBpresaor  Station. 

^Pt«r  iE.  Vtqttatlon  and  Mlmiife,  page  lE-21.  oaraoraoh.  4 and 

Western  snowy  plover  and  Townsend's  big-eared  bat  were 
additloMl’^st’d'""’  Associates  and  were  not  deleted  fro» 

ea?id  b2ti  PV'S’PfPPP  paragraph  3.  Townsend's  blg- 

CallJo^nl!  tPPStlng  in  caves  at  Milepost  633  and  636  in 

California.  Each  cave  hosted  only  an  individual  bat. 

rnvltghpcnt.l  Wnsegwrnces. 

PCT-PGS^n^noM*'®  “PP^ox^Mtely  0.2  miles  from  the 

ninJS  1**'®  surrounded  by  dense 

Bor;frd  Lte  JlSCshe":-  "Pt  "‘tPl"  the 

—Environmental  Consequences. 


PG-< 


PGI-19 


Comment  accepted. 


PCI-20  Comment  accepted. 

PCI-21  A*  staled  in  Chapter  I,  the  FERC  staff  has  only  examined  potenUal  impact  on  federal-listed 
species  in  the  stale  of  California. 


PGl-22 


No  imwnani  habitat  for  moose  is  crossed  by  the  PGT  Project  in  Idaho. 


PCl-23  Thank  you  for  this  information.  Comment  noled. 


Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  21.  Chapter  3E,  4E.  and 
Appendix  E have  been  revised  as  appropriate. 


Chapter  3L  describes  the  areas  of  visual  concern  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  route.  See 
Chapter  4L  for  impact  analysis. 


Lava  Butte  is  approximately  0.65  Biles  froa  the  PCT*>PG6E 
pipeline  right-of-way.  Although  the  top  of  the  butte  is  at  an 
elevation  higher  that  the  pipeline,  only  a soall  portion  of  the 
right-of-way  3.5  alles  southwest  of  Lava  Butte  Is  visible  from 
the  top  of  Lava  Butte.  This  brief  viewing  of  the  right-of-way 
froa  alddleground  distance  zone  will  have  a low  visual  iapact  on 
visitors  to  Lava  Butte. 

The  entrance  to  Lava  River  Cave  Is  approximately  0.25  miles 
froa  the  PGT-PCtE  pipeline  right-of-way.  The  right-of-way  is  not 
visible  from  the  Lava  River  Cave  visitor  area.  Very  dense  stands 
of  Ponderosa  Pine  and  lower  growing  plants  obscure  views  of  the 
PGT-PG&E  right-of-way  from  the  visitor  area.  No  trails  lead  from 
the  visitor  area  to  the  PGT-PG&E  right-of-way. 

Chapter  4A.  Geology,  cage  4A-3.  paragraphs  1.  3 and  4 

The  text  states  that  the  "...Hannafln  Canyon  Variation  would 
be  located  entirely  on  the  level  plateau  surrounding  Hannafln 
Canyon,  and  would  avoid  the  steep  terrain  associated  with  PCT*s 
proposed  JDV."  The  route  shown  In  Figure  6-2  accurately  depicts 
the  description  provided  in  this  section.  However,  the  route 
shown  In  Figure  6A  of  the  Hap  Voluae  would  not  be  located 
entirely  on  the  level  terrain  but  would  cross  four  steep  canyons 
in  the  7.7-aile  length  of  the  alternative  route.  The  route  would 
require  approxlaately  1.5  alles  of  new  access  roads,  result  in 
approxlaately  5,000  feet  of  sldehill  construction,  and  cross 
approxlaately  68  acres  of  cultivated  land  conpared  to  15  acres 
along  the  proposed  John  Day  Variation.  The  route  depicted  in 
Figure  6-2  would  result  In  an  increaental  cost  Increase  of 
$6,400,000,  whereas  the  route  depicted  In  Figure  SA  would  result 
in  an  increaental  cost  increase  of  $3,400,000  over  the  proposed 
John  Day  Variation. 

The  statement  that  the  Walker  Rla  and  Hallula  Gap  fault 
zones  offset  Pleistocene  rocks  and  are  therefore  considered  to  be 
of  Holocene  age  (less  than  10,000  years  old)  is  not  quite 
accurate.  It  is  aore  correct  to  state  that  the  faults  should  be 
considered  Quaternary  age,  because  Pleistocene  rocks  can  range  In 
age  from  about  ten  thousand  to  two  ailllon  years  old.  It  is  not 
known  that  these  faults  are  Holocene.  The  basic  conclusion  that 
the  faults  should  be  considered  potentially  active  renains 
correct,  however. 

Chapten  4D.  Environmental  Consequences.  Land  Use,  page  4D-B 

The  third  paragraph  on  the  page  is  in  error  by  stating  that 
the  "...BLH  management  plan  restricts  all  crossings  of  the  John 
Day  River,  a designated  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River..."  The 
BLM  aanageaent  plan  restricts  crossing  of  the  John  Day  River  to 
approved  corridors.  Although  the  p^f^oject  crosses  the  John  Day 
River  on  private  lands  it  is  still  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 


PG-IO 


PGI-26  Same  as  previous  response  to  Comment  PG1-2S. 


PGl-27  Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  revised  Chapter  4A. 


PGI-28 


Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4D. 


rai'2l  I BLM.  Th«  plpellna  crosses  the  river  in  an  approved  utility 
(corn.)  I corridor  and  is  therefore  consistent  with  the*^BLH  nanagement 

CilflPter  <E.  Veqfltatlon  and  Hlldlif . he-I.  naranr^.h 

Rare  wildlife  and  plant  surveys  for  the  PGT-PGtE  Exnansinn 

March  through  November  and  not  March  through  May.  ^ 


Chapter  *E.  Veoetatln 


and  WlidliCfl.  page  <E-5.  Paraaraphfi  ; and 

1-30  I 

I see  comment  on  page  3E-2.  paragraph  5. 

aiwttr  <E.  Vfqftnrlnn  «na  »llmilf«  pan.  ,r.-„  cr.or.nh  , 

'’^'1  I.JI  conducted  for  these  species  In  1590  An 

I individual  BotrychiMB  minganense  was  found  near  M.P.  18. 

ChapUf  IE,  Vedethtlorund  midlife  d.o.  .r-.t  p.r.or.nn  . 
Moyie’'5lv“''":  »«‘"9  developed  for  the 

nittea  to  FERC  as  an  appendix  to  the  Moyie  River  Plan. 


''♦'■station  end  midne. 


Table  4P-3 

for  theL‘'s^ciL°ln''l?5o^documESferth*'  conducted 

526,  527,  and  529.  cahtaqqmg  pficjoi  were  found  near  M.p.s  522, 

gapter^lE,  Vegetation  and  midlife,  paiea  lE-is  thro, .on  .e-., 

I.ddltior'J)!"tr"K'°"'’“'='^"’  ‘X*"*  ‘Pecle.  in  1990  In 

at  M.p.s  906,  906  5 910  o i ? ' Basonii  was  found 

l^onu  «°rfo“d  laElmas  Ispsanu  vr 

Chapter  <E,  Veoetatlon  end  Hlldllfe,  nsie  le-n  n.r.„„..K  , 
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PGJ-29 


Comment  noted. 


PGl-30  See  response  to  Comment  PG115. 


PGl-31  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl  -32  Thank  you  for  your  opinion. 


PGI-33  Comment  noted-  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl-34  Thank  you  for  this  information.  See  response  to  Comment  PGI-21 


G-ll 


PGl-35 


An  alternative  to  avoiding  construction  during  the  upland 
sandpiper  nesting  season  (May  1 through  Septeaber  1)  Is  to  clear 
the  rlght-of'vay  prior  to  the  nesting  season.  This  would  result 
in  the  birds  being  displaced  into  adjacent  grasslands  for  one 
season  but  would  prevent  nortallty  of  adults  or  young.  This 
procedure  was  previously  endorsed  by  the  Washington  Departsent  of 
Wildlife  during  the  prebuild  portion  of  the  ANCTS.  in  any  case, 
there  should  be  no  need  to  avoid  constructing  In  the  upland 
sandpiper  habitat  If  there  is  no  indication  that  the  sandpiper 
occupying  the  area  during  the  year  of  construction.  PGT 
recoanends  inserting  "if  occupied"  between  "this  area"  and 
"between  Hay  1 through  Septeaber  1. 

Chapter  AE.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  4E»23.  paragraph  5 

PG1*36|  Proposed  enhanceaents  to  the  Moyle  River  should  create 

I additional  slack^water,  brood-rearing  habitat  for  Harlequin 
I ducks.  See  coaaent  for  page  4E-13,  paragraph  4. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  4E-27.  paragraph  1 

The  pygmy  rabbit  habitat  was  surveyed  in  1990  and  no 
populations  were  found.  PGT  recommends  inserting  "although  no 
pygmy  rabbits  were  found  in  1990  surveys."  after  "Construction 
would  disturb  7.9  acres  of  potential  pygmy  rabbit  habitat"  PGT 
recommends  changing  the  last  sentence  to  read  "To  reduce  these 
impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels,  we  recommend  that  PGT 
resurvey  its  construction  right-of-way  in  this  location  45  days 
prior  to  construction  to  assess  actual  use  by  pygmy  rabbits,  and 
to  avoid  construction  within  500  feet  of  any  occupied  pygmy 
rabbit  burrows  during  breeding  and  rearing  season." 


PCi-38 


PCI-39 


Chapter  ■4E._Veqetation  and  wildlife,  page  4E-27.  paragraph  2 

Recent  discussions  with  the  Washington  Department  of 
Wildlife  and  other  research  as  part  of  the  PGT-PG&E  Expansion 
Project's  wildlife  surveys  indicate  that  there  is  no  Townsend's 
western  big-eared  bat  hibernacula,  nursery  colonies,  or  suitable 
roosting  habitat  near  the  route  of  the  pipeline.  See  also 
comment  on  subspecies  for  Table  3E-3,  page  3E-12. 

Chapter  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  4E-29.  paragraph  2 

There  are  several  field-tested  alternatives  in  lieu  of 
absolute  avoidance  of  construction  within  one-half  mile  of  an 
active  raptor  nest,  excluding  bald  eagle  nests.  These  include 
monitoring  of  the  nest  by  a qualified  biologist  to  determine 
response  of  the  birds  to  the  disturbance.  If  eggs  or  young  are 
determined  to  be  at  risk  due  to  prolonged  absence  of  adults  or 
nest  abandonment,  the  eggs  or  young  could  be  collected  and 
fostered,  cross-fostered,  or  reared  in  captivity  for  subsequent 
release  in  the  wild.  In  addition,  the  active  nest  can  often  be 
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PG-12 


PG1-3S  Commenl  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl-36  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 


PGl-37  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PCI-38  Commenl  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGI-39  Thank  you  for  your  commenl.  The  staffs  recommended  mitigation  measure  would  ensure  that 
nesting  raptors  would  not  be  affected  by  construction  of  the  PGT  Project.  However.  PGT's 
suggested  mitigation  only  serves  to  minimize  an  impact  that  has  already  occurred.  Therefore, 
the  staff  stands  by  its  recommendation. 


roi.39 

(oonL) 

PCl-40 

PGI-41  I 
PGI*42 

PGl-43j 

PGI-44 

PCI-45  I 
PGI-46 

PCI-47| 


relocated  away  froo  a disturbance  with  no  decline  in 
productivity.  These  measures  should  at  least  be  appropriate  for 
a relatively  common  raptor  such  as  a red-tailed  hawk. 

PCT  will  resurvey  for  raptors  45  days  before  construction  in 
suitable  habitat. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  paoe  4E-3Q.  Baraaraph  i 

An  alternative  to  avoiding  construction  during  the  long- 
billed  curlew  nesting  season  is  to  clear  the  right-of-way  prior 
to  nesting  season.  See  comment  on  page  4E-23,  paragraph  2 on  the 
upland  sandpiper. 

Chapttr  <E.  Veaetatlon  «n<l  Hlldllfe.  P.q.  «E-]0.  p.r.ar.nh  t 

See  comment  for  page  4E-29,  paragraph  2. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  oaoe  4E-33.  paraoraph  i; 

The  1990  surveys  indicate  that  a limited  number  of  bats  are 
likely  to  use  these  caves  only  for  occasional  roosting  and  not 
for  hibernation  or  as  a nursery.  PCT  will  survey  the  caves  again 
45  days  prior  to  construction  to  determine  bat  use. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  WlldUfe.  oaoe  4E-36.  Daraaraph 

PCT  surveyed  for  kit  fox  during  the  1990  wildlife  surveys 
and  none  were  found.  PCT  will  resurvey  for  kit  fox  45  days  prior 
to  construction  in  kit  fox  habitat. 

Chapter  4E.  vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  4E-16.  oaraaranh  a 

There  is  a possible  colony  of  Washington  ground  squirrels 
located  lOO  feet  off  the  right-of-way  near  H.P.  238  in 
Washington.  PCT  will  resurvey  45  days  prior  to  construction  at 
this  location  to  determine  ground  squirrel  use. 

Chapter  4E.  Veqetatign  and  wildlife,  page  4E-37.  paragraph  7 

Swainson's  hawk  nests  were  located  within  one-half  mile  of 
the  right-of-way  in  the  1990  wildlife  surveys. 

Chapter  it.  vegetation  and  WlldUfe.  oaoe  4E-38.  paragraph  1 

A long-billed  curlew  nest  was  found  near  H.P.  266.  PCT  will 
resurvey  45  days  prior  to  construction  at  this  location  to 
determine  if  any  nesting  long-billed  curlews  are  present. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wlldllfe.  page  4E-39.  oaraaranh  4 

See  comment  on  page  4E-29,  paragraph  2. 
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PGI-40 


See  response  lo  Commenl  No.  PGl-35. 


PGMl  See  response  lo  Commenl  No.  PCI-39. 

PGl-42  Thank  you  for  Ihis  information.  No  response  required. 


PGI-43  Commenl  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGI-44  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


PCM5  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl-46  Thank  you  for  this  information. 


PGl-47  See  response  to  Comment  No.  PGl-39. 


PG-13 


PG-14 


Chapter  ycgetatlon  and  Wildlife,  page  4E-41.  paragraph  7 

In  meetinga  with  ODFW,  It  has  agreed  to  allow  Pgt  to  refill 
the  open  trench  with  a plug  of  at  least  60  feet  wide  at  no  less 
than  400''yard  intervals  in  order  to  provide  a crossing  for  the 
migrating  deer.  The  trench  would  never  be  left  unplugged 
overnight  during  construction  through  the  deer  migration 
corridors.  ODFW  did  not  believe  either  construction  avoidance  or 
the  plugs  are  necessary  for  deer  migration  in  the  corridors 
between  H.P.s  412  and  411  and  H.P.s  426  and  427,  due  to  the 
relatively  low  density  of  the  deer  population. 

Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  pace  4E-43.  paragraph  4 

In  meetings  with  ODFW  and  USFS,  they  have  agreed  to  allow 
PCT  to  construct  through  the  pronghorn  range  between  H.P.s  417 
and  427  provided  the  trench  is  plugged  in  the  manner  described  in 
the  comment  for  page  4E-41,  paragraph  7. 


Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  oaoe  4E-44._paraqraph  1 

PGtE's  preferred  route  is  Route  B which  does  not  pass 
between  or  anywhere  near  large  playa  pools  near  Jepson  Prairie. 
Field  surveys  for  rare  plants  are  complete  and  no  Tuctoria 
mucronata  was  found  in  either  of  the  playa  pools  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  route.  Due  in  part  to  drought  conditions,  however,  this 
species  has  not  been  observed  in  any  locations  since  1987. 


Chapter  4E.  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  page  4E-44.  paragraph  3 

Detailed  surveys  for  the  AmsincRia  orandiflora  were 
conducted  in  1990  and  no  plants  were  found,  although  a known 
population  was  observed  for  comparison  during  1990.  The  PGT-PG&E 
Expansion  Project  will  conduct  follow-up  surveys  if  a winter 
wetter  than  that  prior  to  the  original  survey  occurs  prior  to 
construction. 


Chapter  4E.  vegetation  and  wildlife,  page  4E-44.  paragraph  4 

Detailed  surveys  for  the  Cordvlanthus  palmates  were 
conducted  in  1990  and  no  plants  were  found,  although  a known 
population  was  observed  for  comparison  during  1990.  The  PGT-PGiE 
Expansion  Project  will  conduct  follow-up  surveys  if  a winter 
wetter  than  1969-1990  occurs  prior  to  construction. 

Charter  if.  Fisheries,  page  4F-7.  paragraph  2 

The  Lost  River  sucker  has  been  known  to  occur  in  certain 
unscreened  irrigation  canals  'in  the  Lost  River  drainage.  The  PGT- 
PG8B  Expansion  Project  will  either  bore  underneath  these  canals 
or  cross  them  when  they  are  already  dry  during  their  regular 
seasonal  dewatering  by  the  irrigation  districts. 
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rOl-48  -nie  FERC  staff  is  aware  that  PGT  and  the  ODFW  have  discussed  this  issue.  However  at  ihi 
point  in  time  ODFW  has  not  informed  the  staff  that  it  has  reached  an  agreement  with  PGT  o 
this  issue.  Therefore,  the  staffs  recommended  mitigation  measures  stands. 


PGl  49  See  response  to  Comment  No.  PGl-48. 


PGI-50  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl-51  Comment  noted.  Sec  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl -52  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


PGl-53 


Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  4E. 


ChaotT  41.  Noise,  oagg  41-2 


PGT  has  now  selected  the  turbines  to  be  used  at  Conpressor 
Stations  3,  5,  and  7.  These  units  will  be  Cooper-Rolls  Coberra 
Model  6462  gas  turbines  rated  at  30,000  horsepower  (NEMA)  as 
compared  to  the  25,000  horsepower  (HEMA)  proposed.  Sound  level 
unite  will  be  provided  to  the  FERC  in  conjunction 
with  the  noise  anal>rses  submitted  to  comply  with  mitiaation 
measure  No.  37, 

PGT  Intends  to  Install  silencing  on  the  existing  unit  at 
Station  3.  Reduced  sound  levels  will  be  achieved  as  a result  of 
this  silencing  and  will  be  reflected  in  the  noise  analyses 
submitted  to  comply  with  mitigation  measure  No.  37. 

The  DEIS  projects  an  increase  in  sound  level  of  4.8  dBA  at 
the  nearest  residence  resulting  from  the  proposed  new  unit  based 
on  the  assumption  that  the  Increase  in  sound  energy  is 
proportional  to  the  increase  in  horsepower.  This  assumption  does 
not.  of  course,  recognize  any  differences  in  noise  control 
measures  in  the  design  and  installation  of  the  new  unit.  PGT  is 
currently  proceeding  with  the  design  and  specification  of  noise 
control  measures  and  will  assure  that  the  total  Ldn  of  the 
existing  and  proposed  units  will  not  exceed  a Ldn  of  55  dBA  at 
the  nearest  noise-sensitive  area  when  operating  at  full  load. 

Vigyal  RtSPUrces.  page  4L-5  - Oregon  and 
Table  4L-2  - Oreoon.  page  4L-6 

^va  Butte  is  approximately  0.65  miles  from  the  PGT-PG4E 
pipeline  right-of-way.  Although  the  top  of  the  butte  is  at  an 
rlah?  PPly  « P"»ll  portion  of  the 

right-of-way  3.5  miles  southwest  of  Lava  Butte  is  visible  from 
the  top  of  Lava  Butte.  This  brief  viewing  of  the  right-of-way 
from  mlddleground  distance  zone  will  have  a low  visual  Impact  on 
visitors  to  Lava  Butte.  *i»pacc  on 

* Iw*  ^trance  to  Lava  River  Cave  is  approximately  0.25  miles 
pipeline  right-of-way.  The  right-of-way  is  not 
B River  Cave  visitor  area.  Very  dense  stands 

lower  growing  plants  obscure  views  of  the 

visitor  area.  No  trails  lead  from 
the  visitor  area  to  the  PGT-PG6E  right-of-way. 

ChflPtec  4L.  VigUfl]  Pgppurces.  Table  4L-2  - Idaho,  oaoe  41.-6 

PTT  located  approximately  0.2  miles  from  the 

SInSS  surrounded  by  dense 

Bn"frd  Lhe  1,  not  .Ithln  the 

Chapter  6.  Conglusions  and  Recomfnendatlons.  oaaeg  6-10  to  612 
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Commenr  noted.  See  revised  Executive  Summary  and  Chapters  2,  31,  4H  and  41. 


The  existing  right-of-way  on  a forested  ridgeline  is  visible  when  looking  southwest  from  the  tip 
of  Lava  Butte.  The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  size  of  the  present  gap  in  this  ireeline. 
Although  proper  restoration  of  the  right-of-way  could  minimize  impacts  on  the  viewshed,  we 
believe  these  impacts  would  be  moderate  and  wanani  the  mitigation  recommended  in  the  DEIS. 

After  further  field  analysis,  we  agree  with  this  assessment.  See  revised  Chapter  4L. 


We  agree  with  this  assessment.  See  revised  Table  4L-2. 


PCI-S7 


See  the  discussion  relating  to  the  Hannafin  Canyon 
Alternative  in  our  connents  on  Chapter  4A,  page  4A-2,  paragraphs 
1 and  3. 

In  paragraph  three,  the  text  states  that  "...PCT  proposed 
the  John  Day  Variation  as  a means  of  avoiding  the  slope  stability 
and  pipeline  integrity  concerns  that  would  be  encountered  by 
constructing  along  its  existing  pipeline  route.”  slope  stability 
was  not  a concern  on  the  existing  route.  The  primary  issue  was 
pipeline  integrity  due  to  the  potential  of  flooding  on  the  narrow 
side  canyons. 

Chapter  6.  Conclusions  and  Reconnwendations.  pages  6-29  to  6-37 

aitiqatlon  Measure  No.  2 

POT'S  alignment  sheets  have  been  prepared  at  a scale  of 
1:12,000,  with  occasional  larger-scale  sheets  as  dictated  by 
engineering  and  construction  requirements.  As  agreed  with  PERC 
staff,  PCT  will  submit  1:12,000  scale  alignment  sheets  rather 
than  1:6000. 


Mitigation  Measure  No.  12 

See  comment  for  page  4E-29,  paragraph  2. 

Mitigation  Measure  No.  16 

This  mitigation  measure  should  be  clarified  to  pertain  only 
to  domestic  gathering  and  distribution  facilities  under  the 
Applicants'  control  or  authority.  POT,  for  instance,  does  not 
have  the  ability  to  submit  site-specific  environmental 
information  for  a prospective  shipper's  distribution  facilities 
unless  that  shipper  has  provided  it  to  POT.  Nor  can  POT  submit 
environmental  information  to  other  state  and  federal  agencies  on 
the  behalf  of  shippers,  or  ensure  that  the  shippers  will  do  so 
themselves. 


Mitigation  Measure  No.  25 

This  plan  has  been  submitted  to  PERC  staff  under  separate 
cover. 

Mitigation  Measure  No.  16 

This  plan  is  being  submitted  as  Attachment  8. 


Mitigation  Measure  No.  37.  page  6-34 

In  conjunction  with  engineering  design,  POT  is  preparing 
noise  analyses  for  Compressor  Stations  3,  5,  and  7 where 
compressor  horsepower  is  being  added,  since  this  work  is 
currently  in  progress,  it  may  not  be  completed  prior  to  the 
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POJ-57  See  revised  Chapter  6. 


PG1-S8  Comment  noted. 


PGl-59  See  response  to  Comment  No.  47. 

PGl-60  The  staff  disagrees  with  commenlor's  position.  The  FERC's  responsibilities  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  extend  to  all  related  non-jurisdictional  faciliues,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  under 
the  applicant's  direct  control. 


PGI-61  See  revised  recommendation. 


PGl-62  See  revised  recommendation. 


PGl-63 


Comment  noted. 


roi-^l  Issuance  of  the  Pinal  EIS.  As  agreed  In  discussions  with  the 
(COOL)  (ferc  staff,  PGT  Is  providing,  prior  to  the  Issuance  of  the  Final 
I EIS,  a plan  and  schedule  for  coepleting  these  analyses 
I (Attacheent  C)  . w iyses 


PCI-64 


Mitigation  Measure  Ho. 

A map  showing  the 
Attachsent  D. 


revised  laydown  area  is  being  provided  as 


Mitigation  Measure  No.  <3 

Detailed  environmental,  engineering  and  economic  analyses 
Camp  Nine  and  Hannafln  Canyon  Alternatives  were  submitted 
I to  FERC  staff  on  October  22  and  December  5,  1990,  respectively. 

Mitigation  Measure  No.  44 

A construction,  restoration  and  revegetation  plan  for  areas 


nKlnrfni.n^.. 

restoritlon  *"  treatment  for 

Ught-of-way . including  in  rangelands.  The 
existing  pH  of  the  soil  is  the  same  in  the  right-of-way  as  in  the 
>*«®®’^«‘>llshment  of  locally  adapted  species  on 
the  right-of-way  requires  soil  conditions  apjroxiiately 
equivalent  to  lands  adjacent  to  the  rlght-of-wav  it  maw  mit 
appropriate  to  apply  li.e  to  the  rlght-of-wly  wh;n  the 
F0«h^™i;’  .cldic  soil:,  eKa.ple. 

r:  relatively  .oon  and  reapplication 

« Applying  lime  appears  to  be  contrary  to  the 
USFS  Vegetation  Management  Guidelines  which  encourage  re- 
th^^iif  of  vegetation  that  does  not  need  to  maintained  in 
seSreMtiln^Afi  approach  appears  to  be  topsoil 

Frn«i2S  o * f adapted  species,  as  included  in  PGT's 

Erosion  Control  and  Restoration  Plan. 


Plan!‘^n!!nS~B-i-^^^i?pn.^S”Syp^'  and  Maintenance 

seedlUSr*-?*®®®*?*''^  fertilizer  with  herbaceous 

thJ  bMt'lSltlM*i®?®^f®r“^*®*’  required  because 

result  adapted  herbaceous  species  may 

® * fertilizer  such  as  ammonium  phosphate  sulfate. 

PgVgqgtation . and  Maintenance 
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Comment  noted. 


PG1-6S  Comment  noted.  See  revised  Chapter  6. 


PC  1-66  See  revised  Chapter  6. 


PGl-67  Our  Erosion  Control,  Revegetation,  and  Maintenance  Plan  is  intended  to  provide  a minimum 
degree  of  protection.  Topsoil  segregation  is  required  in  addition  to  the  use  of  adapted  species. 
We  maintain  that  where  acidic  soils  are  found  along  the  route,  liming  may  be  necessary  if 
preexisting  native  species  are  not  replanted.  Land  managing  agencies  may  qxcify  otherwise  as 
they  deem  necessary.  In  addition,  the  FERC  can  waive  requirements  of  the  plan  upon  specific 
and  detailed  requests. 


PGl-68  Ammonium  phosphate  may  be  combined  with  slow-release  fertilizers  such  as  rock  phosphate  and 
sulfur  coated  urea  in  the  proper  ratios  to  arrive  at  the  required  analysis  and  fulfill  (he  SO  percent 
slow  release  requirement. 


PG-17 


PG 


Applying  jute  In  addition  to  two  tons  of  a weed-free  aulch 
of  hay  or  straw  along  streamsides  nay  be  excessive  for  slopes  of 
10  to  30  percent,  if  slope  breakers  and  silt  fencing  or  staked 
hay  bales  are  also  used.  Two  tons  of  straw  plus  jute  may  inhibit 
seed  geralnatlon  for  permanent  erosion  control.  PGT  recommends 
only  jute  be  used  on  streamslde  slopes  of  10  to  15  percent  and 
jute  plus  one  ton  of  straw  be  used  on  slopes  of  15  to  30  percent 
in  addition  to  slope  breakers  and  silt  fencing  or  staked  hav 
bales.  ' 


PCI-70 


This  requirement  suggests  drilling  as  a better  method  than 
broadcast  seeding.  This  may  not  be  true.  Drilling  has 
limitations  with  regards  to  the  type  of  soil  and  terrain  where  it 
is  effective.  It  is  ideal  for  flat  and  gently  sloped  terrain  and 
where  soils  are  light.  Disadvantages  include  the  difficulty  in 
using  a variety  of  seeds  in  one  drilling  operation  and 
controlling  seeding  depth  for  all  these  types  of  seed  if 
broadcast  seeding  is  performed  at  the  proper  time  in  a prepared 
seedbed  and  dragged  or  raked,  results  can  be  as  good  as  or  better 
than  drilling.  Advantages  of  broadcast  seeding  include  a sore 
uniform  application  when  using  a variety  of  seed  types,  a more 
natural-appearing  stand,  and  greater  compatibility  with  mulching 


In  addition,  PGT  requests  the  flexibility  to  apply  aerial 
seeding  when  the  window  in  which  to  seed  is  limited  and  the 
originally  planned  seeding  method  cannot  be  completed  within  this 
window.  PGT  believes,  in  this  case,  that  it  is  better  to  apply 
seed  aerially  within  the  proper  seeding  period  than  to  apply 
seed,  using  another  method,  at  the  wrong  tine  of  year.  Aerial 
seeding  after  final  grading  can  be  effective  if  applied  at  the 
proper  time.  In  areas  with  a high  potential  for  erosion,  the 
areas  would  still  be  mulched  prior  to  aerial  seeding.  This 
technique  has  been  successful  in  revegetatlon  projects  in 
addition,  it  is  common  practice  to  aerial-seed  after  a wildfire 
with  no  site  preparation,  in  Idaho,  the  Panhandle  National 

seeding  le  an  acceptable  seeding 


Appendix  B-l.  Erosion  Control 


■Feveqetation.  and  Maintenance 


Punching  or  crimping  this  amount  of  straw  into  the  soil  in 
one  application  may  inhibit  germination  of  a significant  portion 
Of  the  seed  and  destroy  other  seed.  Additionally,  spreadinq  one- 
quarter  to  one-half  inch  of  straw  on  the  surface  can  create  a 
covering,  Inhibiting  germination  of  a 
significant  portion  of  the  seed. 


i 


PGi  eg  Out  plan  IS  inlendcd  lo  provide  a minimum  degree  of  proteelion.  In  mosi  eases  2 loni/acre  of 
’a  V "’n  “ttpuble  tale.  We  have  revised  Seclion  5 E 7 in 

Appendix  B lo  allow  for  a reduced  tale  in  arid  condilions  where  degradalion  of  mulch  would  be 
Bow  and  germination  rauld  be  mhibiled  by  the  insulallng  effects  of  die  mulch.  In  addition 
PtKC  can  waive  specific  requirements  of  the  plan  upon  specific  and  deuiled  requests 


PGl-70  Diril  seoling  is  ajiowed  where  feasible  as  greeined  in  Appehdia  B.  We  have 

tev^  Ihe  referenced  seclion  lo  allow  olher  seeding  melhods  in  visually  sensilive  arid  areas 
10  reduce  impaels  due  lo  drill  rows.  Please  nole  lhal  broadeasl  seeding  would  n^reasimra 
100  percent  increase  in  the  seeding  rate.  a 

The  FERC  would  require  more  information  before  a decision  is  made  to  allow  aerial  seedine 
As  noted  previously,  applicants  may  file  for  approval  of  deviauons. 


PGI-71  We  maintain  that  this  practice  under  normal  circumstances  would  provide  minimal  protection 
wd  It  should  not  destroy  seed.  The  mulch  spread  over  the  surface  would  not  create  a solid, 
impermeable  covering.  Rather  it  would  serve  to  reduce  erosion  and  hold  moisture  in  the  soil, 
thereby  enhancing  germination,  while  still  allowing  seedlings  to  emerge  through  ample  species 
between  mulch  fibers. 

As  noted  previously,  the  applicant  may  file  for  approval  of  deviations  where  there  are 
extenuating  circumstances. 

Mulch  should  be  applied  after  seeding  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  esUblishmeni  of  seed/soil 
contact. 


POl-71 

(COOL) 


nulchlng  be  perforaed  at  a 
r«H  - fi  r ^ ^ depending  on  the  degree  of  slooe 

and  soil  type.  Surface  aulchlng  rates  will  vary  froa  boo  to  i«inn 
pounds  per  acre  depending  on  the  slope  and  cllaate  of  the  area 
seeding  would  be  applied  after  the  first  aulch  application  If  two 
applications  are  necessary  or  after  mulching  if  only  one 
application  is  necessary.  ^ 


PGI-72 


Rgveqetatlon.  Maintenenn, 


? cannot  be  planted  directly  over  or  iaaediately 
^ pipeline  because  of  potential  daaage  to  the  line 

restricting  access  for  aaintenance.  Access  to  the 
essential.  Partial  screening  and  partial  barriers 
veget.tlon  to  -c.ouflago-  thS  rigOt-ot-vly  are 


conitmotion  tni  mtlgntlon 

PGT  does  not  believe  annual  rye  grass  is  suiteht*  to- 

also  be  Led.  °"™*'^=ially-available  herbaceous  species  will 
Map  Volume.  Geology.  Mao  la 

^ioiabir?o“?rtMf^:el  ‘"a  potential  for  llqu.jSotlon  is 

indloated  In  oCr  Ji^h^Io^'SSpo??!*" 
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The  staff  believes  that  it  is  possible  to  implement  the  referenced  measures  without  planting  trees 
directly  over  the  pipeline.  In  addibon,  the  referenced  section  requires  the  applicant  to  implement 
one  or  more  of  the  referenced  measures;  therefore,  where  access  is  required  the  applicant  can 
plant  trees  god  install  locking  gate. 


PGl-73  The  purpose  of  planting  annual  rye  grass  in  disturbed  weUand  areas  is  to  provide  a temporary 
vegeUlive  cover  which  subiliies  the  area  and  provides  some  functional  value.  Because  annual 
rye  grass  is  not  well  adapted  to  wetland  conditions,  native  species  will  re-csublish  and 
ouicompete  the  rye  grass  over  a penod  of  3 to  5 yean.  The  Procedures  in  Appendix  C-3  allow 
each  company  to  develop  alternative  site-specific  restoration  measures  and  to  submit  them  to  the 
staff  for  its  review  and  approval  prior  to  construction.  This  would  include  any  proposal  to 
actively  revegetate  disturbed  weUand  areas  with  native  wetland  species. 

PGI-74  Thank  you  for  this  information.  No  response  required. 
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RESPONSE  TO  FERC  MITIGATION 
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Attachnant  6 


CONSTRUCTION  AND  RESTORATION 
PLAN 

JOHN  DAY  VARIATION 


Prepared  by 

PGT*PG&E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project 
for  the 

FedertI  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 


February  1991 


INTRODUCTION 


The  John  Day  VahaOon  Constniction  and  Restoration  Plan  was  prepared  in  response  to  Item 
33  of  the  Federal  Energy  ReguUioty  Commission’s  (FERC)  Staff  Recommended  Midiation 
Measures  detailed  in  the  PCT/PCdkE  and  Aliamont  Sarurol  Gas  Pipeline  Projecu  Draft 
Environmemal  Impact  Staiemem  (DEIS).  As  per  Item  35.  the  following  report  provide  site- 
specific  construcuon  and  restorauon  plans  for  the  John  Day  Canyon  Variation,  focusing  on 
canyon  and  river  crossing  techniques,  erosion  control  and  right-of-way  restoration,  and 
provisions  for  avoiding  impacu  on  anadromous  fish  populauons.  ' 

I.  Route  Description 

As  Shown  in  Figure  1.  the  John  Day  Variation  is  located  in  nonhern  Oregon,  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  John  Day  River  Canyon.  The  Variation  deviates  from  the  existing  POT  pipeline  right- 
of-way  for  a total  distance  of  21.4  miles  (see  Figure  2).  Initiating  a M P 330  8 of  the 
ewsung  PGT  right-of-way.  the  Variation  travels  7.5  mUes  southwesteriy  across  the  Columbia 
Plateau.  The  proposed  alignment  then  descends  sharply  into  the  John  Day  Canyon  crosses 
the  John  Day  River  at  M.P.  10'.  and  immediately  ascends  back  onto  the  Columbia  Plateau 
The  route  proceeds  southwesterly  and  drops  down  into  Hannafui  Canyon  u approximately  ' 
M.P.  17.6.  The  Variation  returns  to  the  existing  PGT  right-of-way  about  one  mile  north  of 
Compressor  Sudon  No.  10  at  M.P.  368.3. 

n.  Environmental  Setting 

Geology  and  Solis 

The  John  Day  Variation  lies  near  the  southern  limits  of  the  Columbia  Plateau 
physiographic  province.  The  area  is  characteriaed  by  elevated,  (airly  level  terrain 
deeply  incised  by  stream  canyons.  These  stream  canyons  have  been  cut  into  a layered 
sequence  of  volcanic  flow  rock  and  interbedded  ash  and  lake  deposits  forming  high 
steep  canyon  waUs  which  dissect  the  gentiy  sloped  plain.  This  sequence  of  slightly 
^ted  basalt  (lows  and  interbedded  ash  and  lake  deposits  comprises  the  Miocene-age 
Columbia  River  Basalt  (Yakima  Basalt). 

The  John  Day  Vahabon  alignment  departs  from  the  existing  pipeline  right-of-way  at 
M.P.  3M.8  in  lently  sloped  terrain  mantled  by  fine-grained  sods  derived  from  loess. 
Mott  of  the  variation's  length  traverses  the  intercanyon  plains  topography,  dipping 
do^  occasionally  through  minor  gullies  and  across  two  major  canyons,  the  John  Day 
and  Hannafin.  ’ 


Milepow  for  the  John  Day  Variation  begin  at  0 from  the  point  the  Variation  derans 
the  existing  PGT  right-of-way.  ^ 
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The  slopes  in  the  John  Day  River  Canyon  have  been  subject  to  msubiliiy  caused  by 
rapid  downcuttun  of  the  river,  weak  horizons  inierbedded  with  competent  volcanic 
flow  rock,  and  past,  wetter  climates.  As  a result  of  this  combinauon  of  unfavorable 
conditions,  several  massive  landslides  have  occurred  in  the  Canyon.  Most  of  these 
slides,  including  one  at  the  proposed  crossing,  appear  to  be  dormant  and  have  not 
moved  substantially  for  several  hundred  yean.  Survey  monitoring  of  the  landslide 
area  since  1976  has  shown  only  minor  movemenu  Oess  than  0.06  feet,  vertically)  of 
monuments  set  on  the  landslide  mass,’  Slopes  on  the  southern  side  of  the  John  Day 
River  crossing  are  steeper  than  the  northern  side,  but  appear  to  be  stable  along  the 
proposed  pipeline  alignment. 

At  M.P.  17.6  the  proposed  alignment  crosses  Hannalm  Canyon,  a steep-sided  canyon 
eroded  by  intermittent  runoff.  The  slopes  at  this  crossing  appear  to  be  relatively 
suble  with  no  apparent  landslide  activity  taking  place  In  the  crossing  alignment. 

Some  evidence  of  gully  erosion  and  minor  slumping  of  the  north  canyon,  however,  is 
apparent  approximately  100  feet  upstream  of  the  proposed  crossing.  The  southern’ 
canyon  wall  is  somewhat  steeper  but  shows  no  evidence  of  slumping,  gully  erosion  or 
instability. 

For  both  canyons,  canyon  construction  techniques  will  begin  and  end  at  an  elevation 
of  approximately  2400  feet.  John  Day  Canyon  drops  from  the  2400  foot  elevation  to 
approximately  1000  feet  at  the  base  of  the  Canyon  over  a linear  distance  of  two  miles. 
HannaAn  Canyon  drops  1000  feel  in  elevation  over  a distance  of  only  one  mile.  The 
steepest  slopes  are  found  along  the  southwest  wall  of  the  John  Day  Canyon  and  both 
sides  of  HannaAn  Canyon. 

Wgter  Resources 

The  John  Day  River  flows  in  a westerly  direction  through  central  Oregon  and  then 
flows  northerly  to  Join  the  Columbia  River  two  miles  upstream  of  the  John  Day  Dam. 
The  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way  descends  into  the  John  Day  Canyon,  crossing  the 
John  Day  River  near  the  confluence  of  TTiirty  Mile  Creek,  at  Milepost  10.  Average 
nows  are  approximately  2100  cfs.  Flood  season  generally  begins  in  November, 
in  April  and  decreases  in  July.  The  John  Day  River,  is  designated  a National  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  as  well  as  an  Oregon  Scenic  Waterway  at  the  proposed  pipeline 
crossing  location. 

The  water  quality  of  the  John  Day  River  is  generally  good.  M^or  problems  consist 
of  high  sedimoitation  and  turbidity  during  spring  runoff  and  elevated  water 
temperature  in  late  summer.  The  river  has  been  designated  as  ’suspected  water 


’ An  on-ihe-ground  inspection  to  further  verify  slope  conditions  at  the  landslide  area  will 
be  conducted  in  the  spring  of  1991. 


Ijiod  Uft  lod  Visual  Resources 

Tht  dominuil  lind  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  John  Day  Vitiation  is  aeiiculttne  with 
tecreioottal  desi|nauons  at  the  John  Day  Rivet  ctossini.  The  John  Day  River  and 
sutToundini  aiea  have  many  tecieauonal  uses  includini  lafhnf . huntini.  and  fishini 

Land  omership  alon|  the  viiiation  includes  piivate  ownership,  fedetij  Bureau  of 
Land  Manafettient  fBLM),  and  state  and  fedetal  recieation  areas  The  BLM 
atejonies  the  John  Day  River  u Clasi  0 within  their  Visual  Resource  Manaeement 

m.  Construction  IVocedurcs 

’’I!!!,”'  '*  folJowin,  the  standanl 

coniiiuctioo  procedures  outlined  m the  DEIS,  Section  2.2,  -General  Construclioo  Oneiaiion 
»d  Maintenina  Proceduies-.  At  detaUed  In  the  DEIS,  these  procediStaSt' 
cleami  and  |iadint  the  n|ht-of-wiy  and  tempotary  work  aieas.  eicavaline  and  piraiHrue  *' 

the  niht-of  wiy.  Coodiuonj  unique  to  construction  of  the  John  Diy  Variuion  include:  * 
SldcfalU  CoDstructloo 

As  shown  in  Fiiute  3.  approalmalely  two  mUes  of  tidehiU  cotistniction  is  inttcioated 
for^sducoon  of  the  John  Day  Variation.  SidehiB  consTTwafiTSTt^.!^  gX 
As  discussed  in  SectiM^  of  L 

««  *iU  be  restond  after  construction  to  ipproxinuie  ori|iital 


'L^  ™'k^«counier«l.  blijtin,  wiU  be  used  to  «av«e  trenches.  For 
the  John  E^y  Vananoo,  it  u anticipated  that  blastinf  will  be  necessary  at  various 

0^2^  ?■  «d«nce  notice  wUl  be  provided  to 

•”!  ^en  wUl  be  posted  to  protect  the  pubUe.  Blasontmats 

(and/or  a leductu*  m Charles)  WiU  be  used  to  minimise  n^k  as 

CaoyoQ  Croaslop 

P’’’  'O’ 
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Canyon  ilope  construction  will  be  conducted  the  tops  of  the  canyons  (at  an 
elevation  of  approximately  2400  feet)  to  the  floor  of  the  canyons.  TTie  firu  step  in 
the  croisini  process  will  be  to  establish  staling  areas  on  either  side  of  the  canyon 
walls.  The  safing  areas  will  be  approximately  100  feet  x 300  feet.  These  areas  will 
be  used  to  store  pipe,  stage  equipment  and  establish  winch  and  cable  systems  to 
secure  the  operating  equipment  as  it  is  lowered  into  the  canyons. 

Trenching  down  the  canyon  slopes  will  be  accomplished  by  lowering  excavating 
equipment  down  the  canyon  walls  on  cables.  As  discussed  above,  blasting  will  be 
used  as  necessary  to  excavate  through  rock.  Tlie  pipeline  will  then  be  installed  by 
side-boom  tracton.  each  carrying  an  80  foot  section  of  pipe,  down  into  the  canyon. 
Each  tractor  will  be  winched  off  adjacent  to  the  next  and  the  pipe  sections  will  be 
welded  in  place.  After  the  entire  length  of  pipe  is  in  place  along  the  trench  line,  it 
will  lowered  into  the  trench. 

Jobo  Day  River  Crossing 

The  lohn  Day  River  crossing  will  be  constructed  in  compliance  with  the  FERC 
Stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation  Procedures  detailed  in  Appendix  C-3 
of  the  DEIS.  Ail  necessary  federal,  state,  and  local  regulatory  pcrmiu  will  be 
obtained  and  lU  appropriate  measures  will  be  undenaten  to  protect  the  stream  channel 
and  river  bartks. 


The  John  Day  River  crossing  will  be  constructed  from  a staging  area  to  be  established 
on  the  southwest  side  of  the  river.  The  staging  area  will  be  used  to  store  the  pipe, 
apply  concrete  coating,  and  weld  and  test  the  assembled  pipeline  length  for  the  total 
length  of  the  crossing.  The  total  area  required  for  the  staging  area  is  100  f«  wide 
by  300  feet  long.  The  staging  area  will  be  located  at  least  100  feet  from  the  river 
bank  as  per  the  FERC  Stream  and  Wetland  Constructioo  and  Mitigaiioa  Procedures.* 

The  John  Day  River  will  be  trenched  by  an  open-cut  method,  using  bwkhoes  and 
blasting  as  necessary.  Excavated  materials  will  be  plwed  in  (he  river  on  the  upstream 
side  of  (he  trench  and  bladed  down.  This  material  will  be  as  a to  drive 
trenching  and  irutaiUtion  equipment  across  the  river.  Excavated  maierial  will  not 
block  the  river  channel:  the  stream  flow  will  be  maintained  at  all  times  during 
construction.’ 


The  pipe  for  the  river  croiiing  may  be  delivered  on  liie  with  the  concrete  coating 
already  applied,  in  which  case  the  staging  area  may  be  within  50  feet  of  the 
riverbank.  The  final  decision  on  the  application  of  the  concrete  coating  will  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  contrKtor. 

’ Coffer  dams  may  be  used  at  the  discretion  of  the  contractor. 
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The  uiembled  pipeline  length  for  the  river  croising  will  be  installed  with  sideboom 
tracton.  Excavated  spoil  will  be  replaced  in  the  trench  over  the  pipeline.  The 
pipeline  will  be  buried  up  to  10  feet  below  the  scour  line. 

Upon  completion  of  construcbon  activities,  the  river  banks,  cleared  right-of-way  and 
temporary  work  areas  will  be  restored  to  original  contours. 

CoQstnjctloD  Schedule 

Construction  of  the  fohn  Day  Variation  will  take  place  between  ianuary  and 
November  1992.  Work  within  the  John  Day  River  will  be  restricted  to  a window 
between  July  15  and  August  31  in  order  to  avoid  (or  minimize)  impacts  to 
inadromous  fish  populations  and  resident  trout.  The  construction  window  for  work 
witJun  the  River  Is  based  on  consultations  with  the  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife. 

IV.  Erosion  Control  and  Restoration  Plan 

The  proposed  mitigation  plan  will  comply  with  the  requirements  of  (he  DEIS,  Erosion 
Control,  Revegetaoon,  and  Maintenance  Plan,  Appendix  B-l  and  the  Stream  and  Wetland 
Construction  and  Mitigation  Pixxcdures  detailed  in  Appendix  C-3.  Table  1 of  iliis  document 
summarizei  the  erosion  control  and  revegetation  mitigation  measures  applicable  for 
construction  of  the  John  Day  Canyon  Route  Variation. 

Erosien  Control 

Engineering  measures  to  control  erosion  along  the  Variation  will  include: 

0 minimizing  disturbance  in  the  construction  area, 

o compacting  backfill  soil, 

o reestablishing  natural  grade, 

0 minimizinf  or  eliminating  berming, 

o topdressing  over  the  trenchline  with  native  soil  when  feasible, 

o establishing  slope  breaken  or  water  ban  and  trench  plugs; 
o iinplemeatinf  revegcation  plans  immediately  after  final  grading,  and 

o iwwlling  bmilden,  cobble  and  water  checks  along  the  river  bank  as  needed. 

RevigitaHoa 

Revegetation  of  the  proposed  John  Day  Variation  Route  will  be  implemented  on 
unfarmed  land  immediately  foUowing  construction.  Seeding  methods  will  generally 
include  broadcast  seeding  applied  by  ground  equipment  or  helicopter;  native  straw 
seeding  will  be  used  on  the  steep  slopes  of  the  John  Day  and  Hannifin  Canyons. 
Preparing  (he  seedbed  and  incorporating  seed  into  the  soil  surface  will  also  be 
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petforniisl  ..liae  haiible.  Commereially  amiable  led  wU  be  uied  aj  lecoremeeded 
by  FERC  in  ihe  DEIS,  m addition  to  other  appropriate  seerli  aj  identiEed  in  the  pitot 
itudy.  A tecond  appiicahon  of  the  giisi  leed  mil  »ill  be  applierl  by  beUcopier  after 
mulchuif  ia  completeil  in  the  cribcai  arena.  Feitiliner  wUi  be  applied  by  broadcaating 
with  ground  er]uipment  or  helicopter.  Ammonium  phoiphate  autfate  witi  be  applied  at 
a rate  of  320  pounds  per  acre. 


SpeciaJ  seedini  specification!  which  will  be  submitted  to  the  FERC  prior  tc 
construction  will  address; 


Seeding  of  the  John  Day  and  Hannifin  Canyons,  which  will  include 
incotporaang  preoeaied  seed  of  Juniper  ocddenialis  with  the  seed  mix. 

Seeding  rales  for  sloped  areu.  Rata  will  be  increased  in  sloped  areas  to 
enhance  plant  establishment. 

Reseeding  of  the  canyon  floors  and  the  river  crossing.  Seeding  will  include 
both  broadcast  seeding  and  native  straw  seeding.  Mulching  and  silt  barrien 
will  be  implemented  as  required  in  the  DEIS. 
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Taak  Lllt  Md  Sthtduit  for  PrtparatiQn  of  RMPona*  to  FERC'a 

Rtoueit  for  Nolli  AnaltiM  far  StaH/nn  i.s  A 7 I1«»b«  F«rn>l«l  Hat* 

lASk  Complenon  Daig 

1)  Develop  Comparison  of  Noise  Model  for  Existing  Done 

Sudon  3 and  Field  Measurements 

o Prepare  Existing  Noise  Model 

0 Review  Field  Data 

o Prepare  Write-up  describing  Modelling  Approach 

2)  Revise  Noise  Model  for  Refurbished  Station  3 Unit  A and  29  March  91 
Expansion  Sudon  3 Unit  B. 

0 Finaliae  approach  on  modelling  of  Refurbished  Unit  A. 
o Revise  Model  of  Refurbished  Unit  A 
o Finish  Lab  Analysis  of  Field  Collected  Dau 
o Develop  Noise  Controls  for  Unit  B Turbine/Compressor  Building 
o Determine  Appropriate  Building  Wall  Construcbon 
0 Revise  St  Check  Noise  Model 
o Prepare  Write-up 


I of  2 
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3)  Prepare  Noise  Model  for  Suiion  S based  on  Expansion  5 April  91 
Equipmeot  Noise  Predictions  and  Measurement  of  Existing 
Station  Noise. 

0 Develop  Noise  Controls  for  Unit  C Turbmc/Compressor  Building 
o Prepare  Wnie-up 


4)  Prepare  Noise  Model  for  Station  7 based  on  Expansion  12  April  91 
Equipment  Noise  Predictions  and  Measurement  of  Existing 
Subon  Noise. 

0 Develop  Noise  Controls  for  Unit  C Turbine/Compressor  Building 
0 Prepare  Write-up 
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CflmPlfbOQ  of  Nohe  Prediction  Mod<|  of  E,Utir.,  Station  1 
Field  M*»aur>m*nt« 

A noise  model  of  the  existing  noise  sources  at  Station  3 has  been  developed  for 
comparison  to  field  measuremenu  made  at  the  nearest  house,  the  Stevens 
residence.  The  purpose  of  this  model  is  to  validate  the  noise  prediction 
techniques  used  in  developing  and  specifying  noise  controls  for  the  pipeline 
expansion  [HOjeci.  Tlie  basic  approach  used  in  performing  noise  predicuons  is  to 
predict  the  farfield  sound  pressure  level  of  individual  sources  which  are  then 
summed  to  yield  the  overall  expected  noise  level.  The  computed  farfield  sound 
pressure  levels  of  sources  are  based  on  a combination  of  sound  power  level  dau 
computed  from  close-in  (nearfield)  measurements  and  dimensions  and 
projections  using  farfield  dau. 

IndirafuaJ  noise  souicei  m modelled  so  ihel  the  releiive  conuibulion  of  souiees 
appropnate  noise  reductions  be  investigated.  To  satisfy 
both  FERCs  noise  requirement  at  residences  of  Ldn  of  55  dBA  and  POTs 
efforts  to  be  a g^  neighbor,  noise  controls  are  being  developed  for  both 
existing  Sucion  3 noise  sources  and  planned  expansion  equipment. 

The  atuched  noise  prediction  model  was  developed  using  noise  dau  collected 
during  a noise  survey  at  Sution  3 in  July  1990.  Noise  measurements  were  made 
of  aU  the  Suaon  3 noise  sources.  The  predictions  are  based  on  the  following 
commonly  used  noise  prediction  methods:  * 

o Compute  sound  power  of  noise  sources  using  nearfield  sound  pressure 
level  measurements  and  source  size  using: 

Lw  s Lp  (in  the  nearfield)  + 10  'LOG  (Area) 

where. 

Lw  a Sound  Power  Level,  in  dB 
Lp  a Sound  Pressure  Level,  in  dB 

Area  a Coaformal  surface  area  around  the  radiabng  surface  in  square 

mem  ^ 

° farfield  sound  pressure  level  assuming  point  source 

nerrespbencal  radiation  of  sound  where: 

Lp  (in  Ihc  fatfield)  = Lw  - 20  -LOG  (Disi.)  ♦ 2.3  dB  . Mol.  Abs.  (Disl.) 

• Directivity 


where, 

Dist.  a Distance  it  in  feet 
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Mot.  Abs.  = Molecular  air  absorption  as  a function  of  distance  in  feet 
Direcdvity  = Difference  between  sound  pressure  level  in  any  given 
direction  in  the  farfietd  and  the  average  sound  pressure  level  in  that  field. 

o Aoenuaiion  of  sound  due  to  molecular  air  absorption  was  included  using 
standard  day  absorption  coefficients  as  contained  in  the  Edison 
Elecmc  Institute  Electric  Power  Plant  Environmental  Noise  Guide 
(EEI  Guide). 

o Direcdvity  effects  were  computed  using  data  from  the  EEI  Guide  and  VDI 
2714  (from  Germany! 

o All  other  effects  (e.g.*  ground  effects,  wind)  which  often  lower  predicted 
noise  levels  have  been  ignored. 

On  page  2 of  the  predicdons  (attached),  the  overall  predicted  noise  level  for 
eaisdng  stadon  equipment  is  compared  to  a noise  measurerrwnt  made  at  the 
Stevens  residence.  Note  that  the  predicted  noise  level  is  approximately  2 dB 
higher  than  was  measured.  It  is  believed  that  most  of  this  conservatism  is  due  to 
inherent  inaccuracies  in  assessing  directivity  effects,  and  to  the  fact  that  ground 
effects  are  ignored.  In  addition,  the  above  ground  piping  irKasorements  were 
made  near  the  secbons  of  pipe  with  maximum  noise  levels,  thereby  resulting  in  a 
conservative  assessment  of  the  total  noise  radiated  by  the  piping. 

As  can  be  seen,  the  model  underpredicts  noise  at  low  frequencies.  It  is 
speculated  that  at  the  turbine  exhaust  stack  outlet,  there  is  significant  upward 
radiation  of  low  frequency  noise  which  is  partially  undetected  at  the  selected 
close-in  measurement  points  but  is  refracted  towards  the  ground  at  farfield 
positions,  it  is  not  practical  to  gather  data  directly  above  the  exhaust  slack, 
where  the  temperature  of  exhaust  gases  is  about  7(X)  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

The  gas  turbine  air  inlet  noise  level  contained  in  the  predictions  is  based  on  an 
actual  measurement  made  at  the  Stevens  residence.  The  tone  was  quantified  by 
spectrum  analysis  of  tape  recordings.  Note  that  the  noise  of  the  air  inlet  is  less 
than  the  above  ground  piping  noise.  Above  ground  piping  noise  was  calculated 
based  on  oearfield  measurements  made  close  to  the  piping.  Broadband  noise  due 
to  the  gas  ■rbtoe  exhaust,  flow  in  above  ground  piping,  and  radiation  of 
compreuv  building  noise  sources  through  building  openings  tends  to  rrtask  tonal 
noise. 
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Moyie  Springs  Quad.  north 

1 inch  s 2,000  feet 


The  Moyie  Springs  laydown  site  is  approxi- 
mately 7 acres  in  size.  The  land  use  is 
rangeland/grazing.  The  site  is  undeveloped 
and  has  never  been  cultivated.  No  wetlands 
are  present  according  to  the  USGS  National 
Wetland  Inventory  Additional  studies  will 
be  performed  to  determine  if  wetlands  exist. 
Field  studies  for  cultural,  rare  plant  and 
wildlife  resources  studies  will  be  performed 
in  1991. 
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Construction  and  Restoration  Plan 

Volcanic  Rock  Intrusion  Areas 
Central  Oregon 


Prepared  by 

PGT-PG&E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project 
for  the 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Conunission 


February  1991 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  repon  was  prepared  in  response  to  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission's 
(FERC)  Staff  Recommended  Mitigation  Measures,  Item  44.  of  the  PGT/PG&E  and  Aiiamora 
Natural  Gar  Ptpeliru  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impaa  Statement.  The  report  provides 
specific  construction,  restoration,  and  revegetation  measures  to  be  implemented  in  areas 
containing  volcanic  rock  intrusions.  Terrain  characterized  by  volcanic  rock  intrusions 
present  unique  conditions  for  construction  and  restoration.  Of  particular  concern  is  the 
disposal  of  rock  generated  from  trenching. 

I,  Study  Area 

The  PGT-PG&E  Pipeline  Expansion  Project  right-of-way  crosses  through  areas  containing 
significant  near-surface  volcanic  rock  in  ponions  of  central  and  southern  Oregon.  These 
conditions  are  most  likely  to  occur  between  M.P.  433.5  and  M.P.  472  (see  Figures  1 and  2). 
In  two  milepost  intervals  within  this  distance  (M.P.  461.4-463  and  M.P.  468.3-469.8), 
however,  the  volcanic  rock  appears  to  be  covered  with  thicker  soil.  The  volcanic  rock 
intrusions  occur  primarily  in  the  High  Lava  Plains  physiographic  province. 

□.  EnvironmenUl  Setting 

Topognphy/Geolofy 

The  High  Lava  Plains  physiographic  province  is  characterized  by  extensive  volcanic 
flow  rocks,  ash  deposit  and  cinder  cones  of  young  geologic  age.  originating  from 
Cascade  volcanic  centers.  Newberry  Volcano,  southeast  of  Bend,  is  the  source  of 
most  of  the  lava  in  the  pipeline  vicinity,  along  with  other  local  vents  such  as  Pilot 
Butte  and  Lava  Butte.  The  lava  rock  consists  of  tough,  hard,  often  vesicular  basalt 
and  some  andesite.  The  lava  flows  form  gently  sloped  terrain  with  areas  of  scant 
soil.  Most  of  the  soil  has  been  derived  from  ash  deposits  which  are  mixed  with 
minor  products  of  the  lava's  weathering.  In  the  southern  portion  of  the  pipeline  right- 
of-way  in  this  province  (south  of  M.P.  472),  the  terrain  is  more  rolling  and  the  lava 
flows  are  covered  with  a veneer  of  ash  derived  ftom  the  eruption  of  the  Crater  Lake 
caldera,  some  6,000  years  ago.  The  ash  deposits  are  only  a few  inches  thick  north  of 
M.P.  472,  but  extend  to  several  tens  of  feet  as  the  right-of-way  prtxeeds  south. 

WUdUfc/Vegctalloo 

The  pipeline  right-of-way  in  the  High  Lava  Plains  supports  sparse  vegetation 
comprising  lodgepole  pine  forest.  Juniper  woodland,  and  ponderosa  pine  forest. 
Limited  amounts  of  sagebrush-steppe,  mixed  conifer  forest,  and  agriculture  are 
interspersed  among  the  dominant  vegetation  types.  One  special  status  plant  species, 
diamond  petaled  California  poppy  (Secondary  federal  candidate)  has  a known 
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Figure  2 

Typical  Landscape 

Volcanic  Rock  Intrusion  Areas 
Central  Oregon 
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occurrence  within  this  region.  No  populations  were  observed  in  or  near  the  right-of- 
way  during  PGT-PGAE's  1990  survey  for  special  status  plant  species. 

The  High  Lava  Plains  province  supports  a large  number  of  wildlife  species  (see 
DEIS,  Section  3E  for  species  list).  Three  threatened  or  endangered  species  have 
known  occurrences  in  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way;  the  spotted  frog  (Oregon 
threatened),  bald  eagle  (Federal  and  Oregon  threatened),  and  peregrine  falcon 
(Federal  endangered).  Four  other  species,  all  candidate  species  for  federal  listing, 
have  the  potential  to  occur  in  the  right-of-way  vicinity  within  this  province.  These 
include:  Swainson's  hawk.  Ferruginous  hawk,  greater  sandhill  crane,  and  California 
wolverine.  None  of  these  species  were  observed  during  PGT-PG&E's  survey  for 
special  sutus  wildlife  in  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way. 

Land  Use 

Very  little  agriculture  is  found  along  the  proposed  route  through  the  High  Lava  Plains 
province.  The  land  is  primarily  forested.  Most  of  the  agriculture  in  the  project 
vicinity  is  close  to  Bend,  Oregon  (M.P.'s  450  to  457).  Some  range  and  pasture  is 
interspersed  in  the  juniper  forest  land  north  of  Bend,  and  some  of  the  pine  forest 
south  of  Bend  allows  seasonal  grazing.  Some  urban  land  would  be  affected,  primarily 
in  the  areas  near  Bend  and  La  Pine.  Three  houses  and  a trailer  are  within  50  feet  of 
the  edge  of  the  proposed  permanent  right-of-way. 

Land  ownership  along  the  right-of-way  through  the  High  Lava  Plains  province 
consisu  primarily  of  federal  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  Deschutes 
National  Forest,  along  with  sporadic  private  ownership. 

m.  Construction  Procedures 

The  standard  construction  procedures  outlined  in  the  DEIS,  Section  2.2,  •General 
Construction.  Operation  and  Maintenance  Procedures,*  will  be  used  for  construction  in  areas 
wiih  volcanic  rock.  As  detailed  in  the  DEIS,  these  procedures  generally  include  surveying, 
cleanng  and  grading  the  right-of-way  and  temporary  work  areas,  excavating  and  preparing 
pipeline  trenches,  installing  the  pipe,  backfilling,  marking  the  pipelirte  location,  and  restoring 
the  right-of-way. 

Trenching  through  rocky  areas  will  be  done  with  tractor-mounted  mechanical  rippers  and 
with  blasting.  When  blasting  is  necessary,  advanced  notice  will  be  provided  to  property 
owners  and  flaggen  will  be  posted  to  protect  the  public.  Blasting  mats  will  be  used  to 
prevent  damage  to  adjacent  structures,  as  necessary.  In  addition,  smaller  blasting  charges, 
placed  closer  together,  will  be  used  to  minimize  noise  and  flyrock  near  residences.  Backhoes 
will  dig  out  the  trench  aAer  blasting. 
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Once  the  trench  is  esublished.  a padding  of  sand  will  be  placed  along  the  boiiom  of  (he 
trench.  The  pipe  will  then  be  installed  and  padding  matenal  placed  around  the  sides  and  top 
of  the  pipe.  Some  of  ihe  matenal  excavated  from  the  trench  will  be  used  as  backfill  over  the 
padding  maiertal.  As  discussed  below,  however,  it  is  anticipated  that  a large  amount  of  rock 
may  have  to  be  hauled  away  from  the  right-of-way  to  disposal  sites. 

Construction  in  the  volcanic  rock  areas  of  Oregon  is  scheduled  to  occur  during  1992  and 
1993. 


IV.  Restoration 

Restoration  of  areas  characterized  by  rock  and  volcanic  intrusions  will  include  both  rock 
disposal  and  revegeution.  The  goal  of  the  restoration  plan  is  to  establish  native  vegetation 
which  blends  in  with  disturbed  areas  where  rock  has  been  removed,  boned,  or  left  in  place. 
A combination  of  native  rock,  soil  and  vegetation  is  the  most  desirable  treatment  for  the  area 
in  regard  to  long-term  erosion  protection  and  aesthetic  quality. 

Rock  Disposal 

Rock  disposal  will  include  disposal  of  excess  rock  excavated  as  pan  of  the  Expansion 
Project,  as  well  as  the  disposal  of  rocks  left  in  windrows  along  the  side  of  the  right- 
of-way  following  the  original  pipeline  construction  (in  the  early  1960*s).  Two 
methods  of  rock  disposal  are  litely  to  be  used: 

1.  Rock  will  be  hauled  to  designated  disposal  sites,  including  abandoned 
quarries,  rock  sale  yards  and  construction  sites.  PGT  is  currently  in 
the  process  of  working  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to 
identify  acceptable  disposal  sites. 

2.  Rock  will  be  scattered  throughout  the  right-of-way  to  approximate 
natural  terrains. 


RevegetailOB 

Revegetation  will  consist  of  broadcast  seeding  of  nabve  species  or  adapted  endemic 
species,  as  well  as  species  recommended  by  local  regulatory  agencies.  With  most  site 
conditions,  the  preferred  method  of  seeding  is  to  prepare  the  seedbed  by  scarifying 
the  soil,  broadcasting  the  seed,  raking  in  seed,  fertiliiin|  and  Ughtly  mulching  to 
enhance  germination. 

The  key  elements  to  successful  seeding  in  volcanic  rock  intrusion  areas  are: 

o Proper  timing  of  seeding:  Seeding  wiU  be  applied  immediately 

following  final  grading.  If  final  grading  is  complete  in  late  summer  or 
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early  spring,  only  one  seed  application  will  be  required.  If  grading  is 
completed  wlter  in  the  year,  a second  seed  application  will  be 
conducted  in  late  summer  or  early  fall,  prior  to  the  first  rainfall. 

Preparing  the  seed  bed:  Because  of  the  limited  topsoil  in  volcanic  rock 
intrusion  areas,  only  the  top  three  to  four  inches  of  the  *A*  horizon 
will  be  segregated  and  replaced  during  the  final  grading  operations  (as 
feasible).  The  top  dressing  operation  will  not  only  provide  a desirable 
seedbed,  but  should  provide  viable  seeds  that  exist  in  the  native  topsoil. 
(While  the  use  of  the  top  three  to  four  inches  of  topsoil  differs  from  the 
FERC  recommendation  in  the  DEIS,  this  practice  was  recommended  by 
the  BLM  staff  in  Prineville.) 

Seeding:  Native  seed  will  be  used  whenever  commercially  available  or 
if  native  straw  seeding  is  feasible.  Native  straw  seeding  involves 
harvesting  native  stands  of  grasses  and  other  herbaceous  species, 
including  the  seed  head  inflorescents  and  other  plant  paru.  No  attempt 
is  made  to  separate  the  seed  from  the  ‘straw’.  The  harvested  material 
is  uniformly  dispersed  over  the  area  to  be  seeded  at  an  application  ratio 
of  1:2  or  1:3  (material  harvested  from  one  acre  will  be  dispersed  over 
two  to  three  acres). 

If  native  seeding  is  not  feasible,  the  commercially  available  seed  mixes 
recommended  by  the  reRC  will  be  used.  (See  seed  specifications. 

Table  1 attached) 

Fertilization:  The  fertilizer  application  will  consist  of  Ammonium 
phosphate  sulfate,  (16'2(>-0)  applied  at  375  pounds  per  acre.  Fertilizer 
will  be  uniformly  applied  at  the  time  of  seeding.  This  application  will 
be  used  unless  otherwise  requested  by  local  land  management  agencies. 

Mulching:  Mulching  will  be  applied  alter  seeds  are  raked  or  dragged 
into  the  soil.  The  recommended  application  is  1000  pounds  per  acre 
applied  uniformly  on  the  soil  surface.  The  most  desirable  species  is 
locally  grown  hay  of  species  that  can  be  grown  without  irrigation. 
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Table  I 

Recommended  Seed  Mixes 


lo  arems  with  S*12  Inches  precipitation: 


Species 

Pure  live  seed 
poundtfaerr 

Siberian  wheatgrass 

2.S 

Bluebunch  wheatgrass 

2.5 

Magnar  Basin  wildrye 

2.5 

Alkar  or  Jose  tall  wheatgrass 

2.5 

In  areas  with  12>ll  Inches  precipitation: 


Species 

Pure  live  seed 
pounda/ecre 

Greenar  or  Oahe  Intermediate 
wheatgrass 

2.5 

Secar  bluebunch  wheatgrass 

2.5 

Luna  pubescent  wheatgrass 

2.5 

Paiute  orchardgrau 

2.5 

Yellow  sweetclover 

0.5 

Apar  Lewis  flax 

0.25 

Notes: 

On  BLM  lands,  local  staff  has  rerammended  seeding  with  grasses  present  in  the  area, 
included  crested  wheatgrass,  Idaho  fescue,  pubescent  and  intennediate  wheaignss  arul 
Indian  rice  grass. 

In  areas  where  woody  plant  species  are  dominant,  the  following  seed  species  will  be 
added  to  the  seed  mix;  bitteibrush.  big  sagebrush,  low  sagebrush,  curlleaf  mountain- 
mahogany.  winter  currant,  and  rabbitbrush. 
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INTERVENORS 


INI  Kem  River  Gas  Transmission  Company  IN-1 

IN2  Southern  California  Gas,  Pacific  Interstate  Transmission  Company IN-12 


filed 

UNITeO  STATES  Of  AMBR3C§  Cf  TIIF  *‘-rr ' TAnv 

BBfORB  THE 

FEDElUa  8NEROT  REOULATORT  COI04tSBJ^<Uf|  p;|  ^ ^ 

Tlo:. 

Pacific  Oaa  Tranaialaalon  Conpaar  ) DoclAlCLROTC  CP89-460-001 
Altamont  Oaa  Tranamlaalon  Company)  Oeckat  No.  CP90-1375-000 

COKMENTS  OP 

KERN  RIVER  OAS  TRANSMISSION  COHPANT 

ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Kern  River  Gas  Tranamiaalon  Company  ("Kern  River") 
hereby  aubmlta  Its  comments  on  the  "PGT/PGSE  and  Altamont 
Natural  Gas  Projects  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement" 

I "DEIS")  pursuant  to  the  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  DEIS 
Issued  by  the  secretary  of  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  ("Commission")  on  January  11,  1991.  Kern  River's 
comments  will  focus  on  the  portion  of  the  DEIS  pertaining  to 
system  alternatives,  more  particularly  how  the  DEIS  has 
incorrectly  Identified  and  evaluated  the  alternatives  to  the 
projects. 

I . 

INTRODUCTION 

The  potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  PGT/PGSE 
and  Altamont  Projects  must  be  assessed  In  accordance  with  the 
mandates  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
( NEPA')  and  the  Implementing  regulations  of  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  ("CEQR')  (40  C.F-R.  55  1500-1508).  An 
EIS  prepared  for  NEPA  compliance  is  to  provide  a full  and 
fair  discussion  of  significant  environmental  Impacts  and  (to) 
Inform  decisionmakers  and  the  public  of  the  gggson^ble 


(Kern  Riser  Gas  Transmlssloa  Companjl 


IN-l 


minimize  adverse  impact! 


aiternatlvea  which  would  avoid  or 

.nh.nc.  th,  quMlty  of  the  human  environment.  ' ao  C.F.B. 
S 1503.1.  tn  thi.  regard,  the  aeetlon  of  the  E,s  addreaaln, 
alternativea  to  the  proposed  project  1,  con.Idered  to  be  the 
heart  of  the  EIS.  ao  C.F.B.  * ,503. , a.  Thus,  the 
regulations  require  that  the  agency  charged  with  preparing  the 
EIS  rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all 
r_easohable  alternative,  and  Identify  the  agency,  preferreH 
alternative  or  alternatives.  If  one  or  more  exists.  In  the 
draft  statement.-  ao  C.F.B.  s ,503. la, a,  and  |e,.  The  DCS 
falls  to  meet  these  standards. 

II . 

THE  DEIS  HAS  WOT  lOEWTIPlED  REASOMMLr 
alternatives  to  the  PQT/PaSB  PROJECT. 

The  DEIS  Indicate,  that  ten  project,  were  Initially 
considered  a.  alternative,  to  the  PGT/PGIE  and  Altamont 
Projects,  on  the  basis  of  the  below  listed  criteria,  all  but 
four  project,  were  eliminated  from  consideration. 

”i“at  provide  most  or  all 

?o^jLir;rd'".7ld“:tpUc7t7o“''mu““^ 

Co"ll.rn,,  -’“n’d  ""StK 

abeyance.  acci,.  or  effectively  in 
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The  elimination  of  the  six  projects  from  the 
original  group  of  ten  was  done  mainly  on  the  basis  of  the 
projects  never  having  filed  completed  certificate  applications 
with  the  Commission  or  having  such  certificate  applications 
dismissed.  The  remaining  projects  --  (1)  the  Mojave  Pipeline 
Project;  (2)  the  Kern  River  Pipeline  Project;  (3)  the  Joint 
Mojave-Kern  River  Project;  and  (4)  the  HyCal  I and  II  Projects 
• • were  then  deemed  viable  alternatives.  This  list  is 
deficient  in  its  failure  to  treat  Altamont  and  PGT/PG&E  as 
alternatives  to  each  other  and  in  its  inclusion  of  other 
projects  which  can  not  be  viewed  as  'reasonable  alternatives. 

A - The  DEI  S has  not  Identified  the  Altaswnt  Project  as 
a Aeaseaable  Aiternatlve  to  the  PQT/PQAB  Project. 

The  DEIS  identified  what  it  considered  to  be  four 
alternatives  to  the  PGT/PGtE  and  Altamont  Projects.  In  doing 
s-'*,  it  failed  to  Identify  the  two  principal  projects  as 
alternatives  to  each  other.  Comparison  of  the  Altamont  and 
PGT/PGiE  Projects  reveals  that  each  certainly  is  a "reasonable 
alternative"  to  the  other. 

The  PGT/PG(E  Project  is  designed  to  transport  903 
MHcf/d  of  natural  gas  that  originates  in  the  provinces  of 
Alberta  and  British  Columbia,  755  HMcf/d  of  which  will  be 
delivered  to  markets  in  northern  and  southern  California.  1/ 
M«re  specifically,  the  gas  transported  on  the  PGT/PGSE  Project 
will  be  delivered  to  municipalities,  utilities  and  non- 


i/  The  remaining  148  HMcf/d  would  be  delivered  to  four 
natural  gas  utilities  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 


INl-l  Wedingree.  See  response  to  Altamont's  comments. 


INl-2  See  previous  response. 
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utility  shippers.  Given  that  the  PGT/PG4E  Project  has  yet  to 
receive  all  necessary  regulatory  authorirations,  It  will  be 
1994,  at  the  earliest,  before  the  project  can  hope  to  commence 
■operation . 

Comparatively,  Altamont  has  proposed  to  construct 
a pipeline,  with  a design  capacity  of  approximately  7i9 
HHcf/d,  from  the  U.S.  - Canadian  border  near  wild  Horse, 
Montana  for  interconnection  with  the  Kern  River  facilities 
near  Opal,  Wyoming.  The  gas,  which  will  originate  primarily 
In  Canada,  will  then  be  transported  through  the  Kern  River 
system  (which  will  be  expanded  to  accommodate  the  Altamont 
volumes)  to  southern  California  for  delivery  to  LOCs, 
industrial  gas  users,  power  generation  facilities  and  enhanced 
oil  recovery  (-EOR'I  operations.  In  other  words,  the  Altamont 
Project,  like  PGT/PGfcE,  will  deliver  approximately  700  MMcf/d 
ef  natural  gas  to  southern  California  to  service  the  same 
markets  that  PGT/PG6E  have  targeted  there.  Moreover,  like 
PGT/PGtE,  Altamont  has  not  yet  obtained  all  necessary 
regulatory  approvals,  and  therefore,  will  realistically  begin 
servicing  those  markets  at  the  same  time  as  PGT/PGiE,  1994. 

In  addition  to  the  Projects'  easily  recognitable 
similarities,  the  DEIS  overlooks  that  Altamont  has  promoted 
itself  as  an  alternative  to  PGT/PGfcE.  In  its  amended 
certificate  application,  Altamont  states  that  its  prolecl  may 
serve  some  of  the  same  markets  and  customers  that  PCX  has 
proposed  to  serve."  Altamont  Amended  Application  - Attachment 
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PramMa  iu  proj«.  The  fan  remaina  that  the 

ire  noi  competing  alternatives. 
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23  at  3.  Altamont  listed  certain  shippers  on  the  PGT/PG6C 
Project  and  stated  that  it,  or  one  of  its  shippers,  could  meet 
their  needs.  Id.  Similarly,  Altamont  has  depicted  its 
project  as  'represent ( ing ) a competitive,  mutually  exclusive 
alternative*  to  the  PGT/PG4E  Project.  See  Motion  of  Altamont 
Gas  Transmission  Company  for  Clarification,  or,  in  the 
Alternative,  Request  for  Rehearing,  Docket  No.  CP89-1851,  et 
al.  <May  15.  1990). 

The  fact  that  the  Altamont  and  PGT/PGfcE  Projects 
plan,  to  a large  extent,  to  serve  the  same  markets,  at  the 
same  time,  with  gas  supplies  originating  for  the  most  part  In 
Canada,  makes  them  'reasonable  alternatives'  to  one  another. 
This  conclusion  is  buttressed  by  the  fact  that  Altamont  has 
clearly  presented  itself  as  an  alternative  to  the  PGT/PGfcE 
Project.  The  DEIS  erred  in  its  failure  to  treat  the  projects 
as  such. 

■ • T.ht_.Ptl8  Identifies  Alternative  Projects  which  are 
not  to  Pact  Re asonabla  Alternatives  te  PQT/PQtE  or 
Altamont. 

The  DEIS  incorrectly  identifies  the  'stand  alone" 
Kern  River  pipeline  and  Mojave  Pipeline  Project,  as  well  as 
the  Joint  Mojave  - Kern  River  Project  ("Joint  Project"),  as 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  PGT/PGfcE  and  Altamont  projects. 
The  likelihood  that  either  the  Kern  River  or  Mojave  pipelines 
ever  will  exist  as  a separate  entity  is  negligible.  Moreover, 
the  Joint  Project  itself  is  not  a reasonable  alternative  to 
PGT/PGfcE  or  Altamont. 
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See  reqxMise  to  comment  1 above. 


INl-S  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
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The  Kern  River  Pipeline  Project,  originating  at 
Opal,  Wyoming,  was  designed  to  transport  700  MMcf/d  of  natural 
gas,  produced  predominantly  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  region,  to 
service  EOR  and  related  cogeneration  requirements  in  Kern 
County,  California.  A certificate  application  for  the  project 
was  filed  with  the  Commission  in  1985.  This  certificate  has 
yet  to  be  granted. 

Also  in  1985,  Mojave  Pipeline  Company  requested 
certificate  authorization  to  construct  a pipeline  to  service 
the  Kern  County  EOR  operations.  In  May  1989,  in  response  to 
an  additional  application  by  Mojave,  the  Commission  issued  an 
optional  certificate  for  Mojave  to  construct  a pipeline  from 
western  Arizona  to  Kern  County,  to  transport  400  to  600  MMcf/d 
of  natural  gas  to  be  supplied  by  Transwestern  and  El  Paso. 

The  Joint  Project,  the  result  of  a settlement 
agreement  among  Kern  River,  Mojave  and  Southern  California  Gas 
Company,  received  certificate  authorization  in  January  1990. 
In  pursuit  of  the  project,  Kern  River  is  presently 
constructing  its  pipeline  from  Opal,  Wyoming  to  Daggett, 
California,  where  it  will  interconnect  with  the  Mojave 
pipeline.  An  additional  225  miles  of  pipeline  will  extend 
from  Daggett  to  the  Bakersfield  area  in  Kern  County.  This 
segment  of  the  pipeline  (and  related  facilities!  will  be 
constructed  by  Mojave,  but  Jointly  owned  by  Kern  River  and 
Mojave  (-Joint  facilities  [.  Kern  River  began  construction 
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on  its  portion  of  the  Joint  Project  in  January  1991.  Mojave 
plans  to  begin  its  construction  in  April  1991. 

Construction  of  the  Joint  Project  makes  it  highly 
unlikely  that  either  Kern  River  or  Mojave  will  proceed  with 
its  stand  alone  project.  The  only  reason  that  would  compel 
either  company  to  pursue  its  original  project  is  if  the  other 
refused  to  construct  its  portion  of  the  Joint  Project.  There 
is  no  reason  to  believe,  at  this  late  date,  that  this  will 
occur.  Thus  the  DEIS'  presentation  of  the  separate  Kern  River 
and  Mojave  projects  as  -reasonable  alternatives'  to  the 
PGT/PG4E  and  Altamont  Projects  is  clearly  erroneous. 

The  neat  question  is  whether  the  Joint  Project  can 
i'e  viewed  as  a 'reasonable  alternative'  to  PGT/PGSE.  The 
answer  is  'no.'  The  Joint  Project  is  designed  to  serve 
different  markets,  from  different  supply  sources,  in  a 
different  time  frame,  than  the  PGT/PGfcB  Project. 

The  Joint  Project  will  receive  Its  natural  gas 
supplies  primarily  from  the  Rocky  Mountain  and  southwest 
regions.  Its  principal  market  will  be  the  Kern  County  EOR 
market  --a  market  which  Is  untapped  by  the  PGT/PGfcE  Project. 
A comparison  of  the  projects'  customer  lists  confirms  that 
they  will  serve  different  markets  — there  is  virtually  no 
duplication  of  customers.  Moreover,  the  Joint  Project  is 
scheduled  to  go  into  service  in  early  1992,  a readily 
achievable  target  as  it  is  already  under  construction.  This 
contrasts  sharply  with  PGT/PGSE’s  likely  in-service  date  of 
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early  1994  or  later.  Thua.  with  different  aupply  sources, 
different  markets,  and  different  project  In-service  dates,  the 
J-lnt  Project  cannot  bo  viewed  a.  a reasonable  alternative 
the  PGT/PGSE  Project 

In  addition,  it  ahould  be  noted  that  the  DEIS,  by 
utilising  S project’s  ability  to  deliver  700-755  HMcf/d  as  a 
screening  criteria  , discounts  the  findings  of  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Consslaslon  that  an  additional  900  M«cf/d  of 
natural  gas  sorvlcon  will  be  needed  in  California  by  1995  and 
a total  of  between  1600  and  2100  BHcf/d  by  2005.  The  capacity 
provided  by  the  Joint  Project  and  the  already-approved  SoCal 
Gas/El  Paso  southern  system  espanslon  substantially  exceed 
this  projected  need.  PGT/PGIE,  therefore,  must  be  viewed  as 
a potential  means  of  meeting  California’s  longer-term 
cequlrements.  This  In  yet  another  indication  that  the  Joint 
Project  la  not  an  alternative  to  the  PGT/PGiE  project,  but 
complementary  to  it. 

III. 

THB  DBIS  ERRONBOUSLT  PAILS  TO  lOENTIPT 
A PAEFEARBO  SYSTEM  ALTBRRATIVB. 

The  DEIS  sets  forth  what  It  considers  to  be  four 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  PGTfPGtE  and  Altamont  Projects, 
Each  alternative  project  Is  discussed  briefly,  with  detailed 
reference  given  to  Che  EIS  previously  prepared  on  each  one. 
The  DEIS  never,  however,  selects  a preferre’l  alternative. 

It  could  be  argued  that  the  four  projects  singled 
out  from  the  Initial  group  of  ten  are  the  preferred 
-0- 
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Commenl  noted.  See  response  to  comment  Number  ALI-21. 


alternatives.'  Such  reasoning  is  questionable.  First,  the 
DCtS  did  not  present  the  four  projects  as  preferred 
alternatives'  but  merely  as  the  four  projects  that  had  passed 
the  initial  screening  criteria.  Moreover,  logic  dictates  that 
a preferred  alternative'  must  come  from  among  a group  of 
reasonable  alternatives'  t i .e . elimination  of  the  six 
unreasonable  alternatives'  was  necessary  to  obtain  a group 
from  which  a preferred  alternative'  could  be  selected).  By 
tailing  to  identify  a preferred  alternative  from  among  the 
PGT/PGti£  and  Altamont  Projects  and  alternative  to  these 
projects,  the  DEIS  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  CEQ 
regulations . 

It  is  vital  that  this  error  be  remedied  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Selection  of  a preferred  alternative  from  a 
reconstituted  list  of  reasonable  alternatives  t i .e . a list 
which  Includes  the  Altamont  Project  and  excludes  the  Kern 
River,  Mojave,  and  Joint  Projects)  will  play  a crucial  role 
in  the  Commission's  review  of  the  PGT/PGfcS  Project.  If  the 
Altamont  Project  or  some  other  alternative  is  selected  as 
environmentally  preferable  to  PGT/PGtE,  that  conclusion  will 
have  to  enter  into  the  Commission's  consideration  of  PGT's 
certificate  application.  The  availability  of  a less  damaging 
alternative  could  persuade  the  Commission  to  deny  PGT's 
application. 


-9- 
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IV. 

CONCLUSION 

While  the  DEIS  attempts  to  identily  system 
alternatives  to  the  PCT/PGSE  and  Aitamont  Projects,  it  is,  as 
illustrated  above,  deficient  in  this  regard.  To  remedy  this 
deficiency,  Kern  River  requests  that  the  following  additions 
modifications  be  made  to  final  EISi  ( 1|  recognition  of  the 
Aitamont  Project  as  an  alternative  to  the  PGT/PGSE  Project, 
including  in  the  EIS  sufficient  comparative  materials;  (2, 
exclusion  of  the  Kern  River  Pipeline  and  the  Hojave  Pipeline, 
either  as  stand  alone  projects  or  as  part  of  the  Joint 
Project,  from  the  list  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  the 
PGT/PGSE  and  Aitamont  Projects;  and  (3)  selection  of  a 
preferred  alternative'  from  the  newly  compiled  list  of 
alternatives . 


Respectfully  submitted, 

Mrold  L.  TalTisman 


WRIGHT  fc  TALISMAN,  P.C. 
1050  17th  St. , N.W. 
Suite  600 

Washington,  O.C.  20036 


Attorneys  for 

Oae  TraDSalssleo  Company 


March  4,  1991 
1012-009.57- 
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Thank  you  for  your  comments.  See  previous  responses. 


CCRTiriCATE  or  SERVICE 


I hereby  certify  that  I have  thl,  day  aerved  the 
teregolng  document  upon  each  peraon  designated  on  the  official 
service  Hat  compiled  by  the  Secretary  In  thia  proceeding. 

Dated  at  Waahlngton,  D.C.,  this  4th  day  of  Hatch, 

1991 . 


1050  I7th  Street,  N.W 
Suite  600 

Washington,  D.C.  20036 
( 202)  33UU94 

Of  Counsel  for 

Kern  River  Gas  Transmission  Company 
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FILED 

OCC  or  THE  SECKETARY 
rn  i;;"  -i  ni  j 34 
Tl..  ■ 


Harch  4,  1991 


Ms.  Lois  D.  Cashsll 
Sserstary 

Fsdarsl  Energy  Regulatory  Cemalsslon 
629  H.  Capitol  Street,  N.B. 
Washington,  D.C.  20426 


Ui  Aiftfn.  CA  mri  mt 
2l}4rS-SIM 


received  bv 

MAR  0 6 1991 
"’•RmctmrWfer 


Ret  Paolfie  Xaterstate  TraBsaissloD  Cespany 
Deeket  Re.  cP69-4«e-eoif 
RltasoBt  oas  TraBsalssioB  coapsBy 
Deeket  Re.  CPto-iiTS-Ooo 


Dear  Ms.  Cashell: 

Enclosed  for  tiling,  please  find  the  original  and 
fourteen  (14)  copies  of  the  Joist  ceaaeBts  of  seutberB 
csllferBia  das  ceapsay  bb4  Paeifle  Xaterstate  TtaBsalsslea 
coapsay  Regardlag  the  Draft  BBTlreBaeatal  Xapaet  stateaeat 
Regardiag  the  POT/POIB  sad  Rltaaeat  Ratural  das  Pipellae 
Prejeets  in  the  abeve-^referenced  proceeding.  An  additional 
copy  is  enclosed  which  I request  that  you  date  stamp  and 
return  to  bearer. 

Thank  you. 


Very  truly  yours, 

Michael  A.  Cartelll 
Attorney  for 
Southern  California  Gas 
Coapany 


HAC:rso 

Enclosures 


cc:  All  Parties  of  Interest 


nun-ms 


(Southern  California  Gas,  Paclfk  Interstate  Transmission  Companj) 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
BEFORE  THE 

FEDERAL  ENERGY  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 


Pacific  Gaa  Tranaalaalen  Co«pany  ) Docket  No.  CP89-460-001 
Altaeont  Gae  Tranealaelon  Coapany  ) Docket  No.  CP90-1375>000 

JOINT  COMMENTS  OF  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GAS  COMPANY  AND  PACIFIC 
INTERSTATE  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY  REGARDING  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OR  THE  PGT/PG4E  AND  ALTAMONT 
NATURAL  GAS  PIPELINE  PROJECTS 

Pursuant  to  the  "Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft 
Envlrormantal  lepact  Statesent  of  the  PGT/PG4E  Expansion  • 
Altasont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects  and  Prellsinary 
Notification  of  Schedule  for  Public  Meetings  to  Receive 
Consents  on  the  DEIS*  Issued  In  the  above  dockets  on  or  about 
January  ll, . 1991,  Southern  California  Gas  Conpany 
("SoCalGas*)  and  Pacific  Interstate  Transnlsslon  Conpany 
("PITCO"),  hereby  file  these  Joint  Coanents: 

1.  The  Draft  Bnvironaental  lapact  Stateaent  ("DEIS") 
pages  S-2  and  2-15  where  It  states  "Of  the  reaalning 
«55  KMcf/d  contracted  by  southern  California  entitles  (on  the 
PGT/PGtE  Expansion),  approxinately  30  MMcf/d  would  be 
delivered  to  nunlclpalitles,  300  MMcf/d  would  be  delivered  to 
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two  utilltloo  (San  Dle^o  Caa  and  Blactric  Coapany  , . . and 
Southam  California  Gaa  Coapany  . . . ) , and  tha  raaaindar 
would  ba  dallvarad  to  nonutility  shlppara.*  Hhlla  tha  PGT/pg*e 
Expansion  Projact  will  dallvar  voluass  to  tha  SoCalGas  oystea, 
thosa  voluaaa  hava  baan  contractad  for  by  other  parties,  not 
SoCalGas.  Tha  utilities  rafarrad  to  in  tha  language  cited 
above  should  ba  San  Diego  Gaa  and  Electric  Coapany  and 
Southern  California  Edison  Coaoany. 


2.  SoCalGas  and  PlTCO  taka  this  opportunity  to  point 
out  that  tha  DEIR  falls  to  indicate  which  of  these  altamatlve 
projacta  would  ba  preferable  froa  an  anvlronaantal  standpoint. 
SoCalGas  and  PITCO  ballava  that  tha  basic  reason  for  a joint 
DEIR  evaluating  both  of  these  proposals  is  so  that  such  a 
conclusion  could  ba  drawn  and  further  believe  that  ouch  a 
coaparison  should  ba  drawn.  Tha  failure  of  the  DEIR  to  do  so 
is,  at  tha  vary  least,  inconsistent  with  the  Intent  of  the 
FERC  at  tha  outsat  of  these  dockets  whan  these  projects  ware 
originally  paired  and  nay,  in  fact,  ba  an  abdication  of  PERC's 
legal  responsibility  to  draw  auch  a coaparison. 


T1»nk  ,™  f„,  u,i,  Plea,  ..e  E,«:i,a.e  Sppim.,,  .„d  Clupw  2, 


The  naff  disagrees  with  ihij  comment.  As  indicated  in  Chanw  i 

the  alamont  and  PCT/rotE  Piojccu  in  a ongirms  ^ 

and  not  because  the  FERC  on  its  staff  >k  # convenience, 

each  odKT.  Indcd,  tS^rac  ^in^^  ““  t>i«  prajau  wot  allOTadve,  to 

established  that  Altamont  and  PGT  will  serve  the  tame  **  ’* 

by  the  FERC  that  the  Altamont  and  PGT 

competilive  with  ind/or  alttmadvea  to  each  Mto  “ 'act 
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fteapactfully  ■ubaltted, 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  CAS  COHPANY 


By: 

Nicha«l  A.  Cart«lli 

Nlchaal  A.  cartalli 
Attomaya  for 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GAS  COMPANY 
P.  O.  Box  60043 

Loa  Angalaa,  California  90060-0043 

633  Haat  Fifth  Straat,  Suita  5400 
Loa  Angalaa,  California  90071-2006 
(213)  895-5156 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  SERVICE 


I hereby  certify  that  I have  this  day  served  the 
foregoing  docunent  upon  each  person  designated  on  the  official 
service  list  coaplled  by  the  Secretary  in  this  proceeding. 

Dated  at  Los  Angeles,  California  this  4th  day  of 
March,  1991. 

Michael  A.  Cartelli 

Attorney  for 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GAS  COMPANY 
633  West  Fifth  Street,  Suite  5400 
Los  Angeles,  California  9007l>2006 
895-5156 
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ATTACHMENT 


1990  CAUTORNIA  GAS  REPORT* 


Due  10  the  size  of  this  Attachment,  ii  is  not  betn|  reproduced  in  the  FEIS  but  is  available  for  review  ai  the 
PERC. 
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Summaries  of  Public  Meeting  Transcripts 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  IN  ALTAMONT  AND  POT 
PUBLIC  MEETING  TRANSCRIPTS 


To  reduce  printing  cosu.  the  transcript*  of  the  four  local  public  meetings  to  receive 
comments  on  the  DEIS  ore  not  being  reproduced  In  the  FEIS. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  commenu  received  at  the  public  meetings  are  presented  as 
written  comments  In  the  previous  sections.  Where  a commenter  departed  from  the  written 
test  of  his  or  her  comments,  we  have  summarized  the  estemporaneous  concern  below.  We 
have  also  summarized  the  unique  concerns  of  Individuals  who  presented  commenu  at  the 
public  meetings  but  for  which  no  written  record  beyond  the  meeting  transcript  esisu. 


PM-1 


PM-2 


Page  No. 

1 Comments/Commenters 

1 Responses 

— Riverton,  Wyoming  - Febniarv  26.  1991 

17,  18 

The  South  Pass  area  is  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 

Historic  Places  (NRHP).  The  impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  area's  eligibility  status.  (Donn 

Kesselheim,  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council) 

The  eligibility  of  the  South  Pass  "area"  for  listing  in  the  NRHP  has 
not  been  determined.  Only  the  South  Pass  National  Historic 

Landmark  is  presently  listed  in  the  NRHP. 

59 

This  is  not  a pristine  area  when  viewed  from  the  air. 

(Tom  Satterfield,  Fremont  County  Commission) 

We  agree. 

59 

My  concern  is  with  the  government  that  is  charged  with  the  oversight 

responsibility  of  the  construction  areas. 

60 

The  ultimate  responsibility  is  with  the  Federal  government  to  see  that  a 

good  job  is  done  to  restore  thee  disturbed  areas  and  for  the  selection  of 
the  route.  (Tom  Satterfield,  Fremont  County  Commission) 

Between  the  mitigation  recommended  in  the  FEIS.  Altamont’s 
proposed  reclamation  measures  as  presented  in  FEIS  Appendix  B-5, 
and  the  BLM  s construction,  operation  and  maintenance  stipulations 
to  be  developed  during  its  POD  process,  we  believe  that  a good  job 
will  be  done  to  restore  ell  areas  disturbed  by  construction 

73 

I would  like  to  see  an  EIS  concerning  the  Indian  artifacts,  the  Indian 

sacred  spiritual  sites  and  petroglyphs. 

74 

What  I would  ask  for  is  them  to  have  an  Indian  representative  that 

would  walk  along  with  them. 

75 

We  have  considerable  interest  in  spiritual  sites,  mostly  around 

Shoshone  and  up  into  South  Pass.  I’d  like  to  see  an  EIS  scoping  on 
the  whole  route,  because  1 know  a lot  of  tribes  are  concerned  about  the 
proposed  pipeline.  (Harmon  Wise,  Shoshone  Tribe) 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 
requires  that  the  proposed  route  be  surveyed  for  resources  eligible 
for  or  listed  in  the  NRHP.  Indian  artifacts,  sacred  sites  and 
petroglyphs  would  be  included  in  such  surveys.  Representatives  of 
interested  tribes  would  be  invited  to  participate  in  the  surveys. 
Altamont  s cultural  resources  consultant  is  currently  consulting  with 
several  tribes. 

75 

The  EIS  omits  economic  impacts. 

Page  No. 

Comments/Commenters 

Responses 

77.  78 

There  is  no  discussion  about  economic  impacts,  nor  a realistic 
assessment  of  those  impacts,  to  our  communities,  counties  and  state.  It 
would  be  nice  to  sec,  although  it’s  not  mandated  by  Congress,  an 
economic  impact  statement.  (Alise  Gostin,  Wind  River  Multiple  Use 
Advocates) 

Traditional  socioeconomic  impact  parameters  were  addressed  in 

DEIS  chapters  3G  and  4G.  Additional  information  has  been 
included  relative  to  county  benefits  in  chapter  4G. 

82 

I would  just  like  to  go  on  record  as  opposing  consideration  of  the 

Jeffrey  City  Variation.  (Jack  Corbett,  landowner) 

We  are  not  recommending  adoption  of  this  variation. 

87 

Every  pipeline  in  the  desert  is  a two-track.  There’s  going  to  be  an 
access  road  into  this  pipeline  every  lime  you  cross  a creek  or  a slough. 
(Jeff  Davis) 

Altamont  states  that  it  would  not  require  an  access  road  or  trail 
along  its  pipeline  for  operation  or  maintenance  purposes.  The 

BLM  and  various  other  parties  have  made  it  quite  clear  that  a two- 
track  along  the  right-of-way  once  construction  is  completed  would 
be  unacceptable,  and  that  the  entire  right-of-way  must  be  restored. 
Based  on  our  review  of  USGS  topographic  maps,  aerial 
photographs,  field  investigations  and  data  filed  by  Altamont,  we 
believe  that  access  to  the  right-of-way  would  be  provided  by 
existing  roads  and  two-tracks. 

90.  91 

It  is  essential  that  we  preserve  the  South  Pass  area  and  the  four  major 
pioneer  trails  (the  Oregon,  Mormon,  California  and  Pony  Express) 
which  pass  through  it.  I would  encourage  that  special  attrition  be  paid 
to  the  Pony  Express  Trail. 

(Gene  Potter,  Wyoming  Preservation  Officer,  OCTA) 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  South  Pass  area  was  identified 
early-on  as  an  area  requiring  specific  (as  opposed  to  generic) 
mitigation.  We  believe  that  implementation  of  the  measures 
included  in  the  FEIS  would  provide  adequate  protection  for  the 
area.  Please  see  the  individual  resource  discussions  in  chapter  4.  as 
well  as  Appendix  B-5.  Further,  we  are  required  by  Section  106  of 
the  NHPA  to  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  proposed  action  on 
resources  eligible  for  or  listed  in  the  NRHP.  Compliance  with 

Section  106  is  well  under  way  with  the  participation  of  the  BLM, 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  Indian  tribes,  and  other 
interested  parties. 

PM-3 


PM-4 


Page  No.  1 Comments/Commenlers  1 

1 Responses 

Billings,  Montana  - Februarr  27,  IWI 

7.  8 

For  the  last  60  years,  we  have  been  picking  up  materials  that  have 

been  discarded  by  oil  and  gas  operators  when  they  left  our  property 

We  are  concerned  about  the  tuts  left  in  the  soil  and  the  widening  of 
single  two-track  roads  as  the  ruts  got  too  deep  for  low-centered 
vehicles  to  pass.  Right-of-way  rehahilitation  has  been  so  poor  that  it 
wouldn't  take  much  of  a scout  to  follow  the  pipelines  on  our  lands. 

(Ed  Leuthold,  landowner) 

AlUmont  proposes  to  remove  all  construction  debris  and  excess 
iwk  from  the  right-of-way  at  the  conclusion  of  construction.  With 
the  exception  of  the  Wild  Horse  Compressor  Station  proposed  for 

Hill  County,  Montana,  no  new  access  roads  are  proposed. 

Altamont  would  either  repair  or  reimburse  landowners  for  damages 
sustained  during  construction.  All  areas  disturbed  by  construction 
would  rehabilitated  and  revegetated  to  pre-construction  conditions. 
Please  see  chapter  2 (General  Construction,  Operation  and 

Maintenan^  Proc^ures,  and  Altamont  Project  Description), 
chapters  4B  and  4L,  and  Appendices  B-1  and  B-3 

9 

It  IS  never  the  same  person  that  negotiates  the  agreement,  installs  the 

facility,  and  then  stays  to  merging,  selling  out  and  moving  on,  it  is 
almost  an  impossible  task  to  keep  up  with  the  addresses  and  telephone 
number  of  the  owner/ 

insUller/operator.  (Ed  Leuthold,  landowner) 

Comment  noted.  Altamont  has  provided  a telephone  number  in 
each  of  the  two  states  which  would  be  crossed  by  the  proposed 
pipeline.  The  public  may  contact  Altamont  in  Montana  at 
(406)  442-8560  and  in  Wyoming  at  (307)  634-8891. 

9 

It  would  just  be  a ridiculous  idea  to  nin  the  pipeline  through  the  State 

of  Montana  if  we  were  not  able  to  hook  on  to  it.  Because  the 
operating  pressure  would  be  so  high,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  pipeline 
ought  to  be  able  to  share  some  of  the  costs  needed  to  compress 

Montana  gas  for  injection  in  to  the  pipe. 

(Ed  Leuthold,  landowner) 

This  comment  correctly  identifies  that  parties  wishing  to  inject  gas 
mto  the  proposed  pipeline  would  be  required  to  overcome  the 
operating  pressure  at  the  injection  point.  As  an  open-access 
pipeline,  gas  entering  the  proposed  system  would  do  so  only  as  a 
result  of  contract  arrangements  between  gas  purchasers  and  gas 

Bonners  Ferry,  Idaho  - February  26.  1991 

7 

Same  as  written  comments  submitted  by  Mrs.  Noris  Stevens 

(Gl-043) 

Same  as  response  to  Mrs.  Steven’s  written  comments. 

9 

Mr.  Peter  Grubb  wants  to  be  assured  that  mitigation  for  fisheries 

habitat  improvement  is  done  in  such  a way  that  boating  safety  is  not 
jeopardized. 

PGT  has  committed  to  designing  the  proposed  fishery  enhancement  H 

structures  so  that  they  do  not  interfere  with  recreational  rafting. 

9 

Mr.  Peter  Grubb  is  concerned  what  the  visual  impacts  of  the  cuts 

through  the  forests  are  going  to  be  from  the  river  when  a person  is 
floating  along. 

Please  see  chapters  3L  and  4L  for  a discussion  of  Mr.  Grubb’s  I 

concerns. 

Mr.  Peter  Grubb  referred  to  a conslniclioii  method  which  used 
^uipment  that  dug  down  from  the  top,  loaded  the  dirt  and  rock  into  a 
tmck,  put  the  pipe  down,  and  then  refilled  that.  The  technique  dented 
the  ™ath,  the  land  disturbance,  from  being  as  great  as  it  otherwise 


11 

Mr.  Gruhb  wanted  to  know  it  the  existing  PGT  easement  or  franchise 

allow  for  more  than  one  pipeline. 

The  answer  depends  on  the  particular  casework  agreement 

originally  negotiated  between  PGT  and  the  landowner 

Mr  Grubb  wanted  to  know  if  the  installation  of  the  second  pipeline 

wi  l jeopardize  fiituie  potential  of  the  Moyie  River  being  included  as  a 
wild  and  scenic  nver  under  the  National  Wild  Scenic  River  An 

It  is  staffs  understanding  that  the  Moyie  River  was  already  studied 
for  potential  inclusion  as  a wild  and  scenic  river  and  that  the  study 

did  not  recommend  its  inclusion. 

13,  14 

Mr.  Dave  Bodner  is  concerned  that  PGT's  Fishery  Enhancement  Plans 

may  be  rendered  moot  on  private  lands  if  access  to  these  lands  are 
denied. 

See  revised  chapter  6. 

14 

Mr.  Bodner  wants  all  structures  placed  in  the  river  to  be  done  in  a 
manner  that  will  not  restrict  white  water  rafting  or  create  low-head 
dams. 

See  previous  response  to  Mr.  Grubb's  similar  concern. 

14 

Mr.  ^ner  requests  that  when  PGT  replants  pipeline,  they  should  be 

required  to  use  naturally  occurring  species  to  eliminate  visual  impact 

Please  see  chapters  3B,  3L,  4B,  4L.  and  G for  information  relating 

to  this  concern. 

14 

This  pipeline  project  has  the  potential  to  add  the  equivalent  of  many 

years  of  silt  to  the  pool  behind  the  Ferry  hydroelectric  dam. 

Implementation  of  best  management  practices  and  the  procedures 
contained  in  Appendix  C-3  would  ensure  that  conslniclion  of  the 

PGT  project  does  not  significantly  increase  the  naturally  occurring 
siltation  problem  at  Ibe  dam.  Implementation  of  PGT’s  proposed 

Fishery  Enhancement  Plan  should  result  in  a decrease  in  the 
bedland  transport  of  sediments. 

15.  16 

Ms.  Irma  Merrifield  staled  that  the  pipeline  expansion  will  increase  the 

taxes  paid  by  PGT  to  the  county. 

None  required. 

16 

Mr.  John  Walls  expressed  support  for  the  project 

None  required. 

19,  20 

Ms.  Patricia  Nelson,  landowner,  spoke  of  her  right  to  have  a "say-so" 

about  trees  planted  on  this  pipeline  and  other  matters 

Each  landowner  will  have  the  opportunity  to  directly  discuss 
restoration  on  their  property  with  PGT. 

Based  on  the  information,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Grubb  is  referring  to 
a rotary  wheel  ditching  machine,  which  is  suitable  for  use  in 
relatively  flat  areas  where  no  bedrock  is  present.  A rotary  wheel 
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22,  23 

Same  as  written  comments  submitted  by  Ms.  Jan  Rose  tnijisot 

27 

■^e  Forest  Service  allows  ejtcessive  clear  cut.  Why  blame  all  of  it  on 

the  pipeline? 

Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Bend,  Oregon  - February  28.  IMl 

7 

Mr.  Tatum  would  like  to  see  the  loop  stay  in  Pine  Hollow  (where  the 

ongmal  Ime  is)  rather  than  running  the  new  line  further  south  up  on  a 
ridge. 

See  chapter  6 of  the  FEIS. 

9,  10 

Mr.  Dick  Maudlm,  Chairman  of  the  Deschutes  County  Commission, 

eipressed  support  for  the  project. 

None  required. 

11,  12,  13 

Similar  issue  as  Mr.  Tatum. 

See  chapter  6 of  the  FEIS. 

14.  15 

Mr.  Harley  Hafter  complained  of  rocks  still  on  his  land  as  a result  of 

past  GPT  construction. 

Thank  you  for  bringing  this  issue  to  our  attention.  See  revised 

chapters  4B  and  C. 

Late  Comments 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OmCE  OF  THE  SECRET A«Y 
WASHINGTON,  DC  202<0 


CR 


91/60 


APR  9 1991 


Ha.  Lois  0.  Cashell 
Secretary 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  ConuBisslen 
B25  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  D.C.  20426 

Dear  Ha.  Cashell: 

The  Departnent  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environnental  Inpact  statsDent  (statenent)  for  Pacific  Gas 
Transnlssion  Company  (PGT)  and  MtSDont  Gas  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
(Altaaont)  Projects,  Idaho,  Washington,  California,  Hontana,  and 
Wyoming,  and  has  the  following  connents. 

GENERAL 

We  are  concerned  about  effects  to  National  Natural  Landmarks, 
wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.  National  Trails,  Air  Quality,  Crater  Lake 
National  Park,  potential  impacts  to  threatened  or  endangered 
species,  anadromous  fish,  migratory  birds,  wetlands  and  riparian 
habitats,  other  fish  and  wildlife  habitats,  and  other  resources 
under  our  jurisdiction. 

We  recommend  that  loss  prevention  and  mitigation  measures  should 
be  addressed  in  greater  detail  in  the  final  statement.  In 
addition,  the  draft  statement  notes  that  a biological  assessment, 
being  prepared  to  facilitate  compliance  with  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973,  would  incorporate  the  results  of  surveys 
currently  underway.  The  status  of  several  species  are 
incorrectly  listed,  and  should  be  corrected  in  the  final 
statement  and  other  future  project  documents.  Because  the 
initial  species  list  used  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  (FERC)  nay  need  updating,  we  recommend  that  FERC 
request  new  lists  from  our  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Service)  to  ensure  that  the  biological  assessment  under 
preparation  appropriately  considers  all  currently  listed  and 
proposed  species. 


Landmarks 


We  note  that  the  Route  26  Variation  states  that  this  route  would 
skirt  the  Red  Canyon  National  Natural  Landmark  (NNL)  but  not 
cross  the  area.  While  the  proposed  pipeline  would  not  physically 
disturb  the  NNL,  it  could  inpact  the  viewahed. 
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[U.S.  Depnrlfnent  of  Ihe  Inteiiorl 


This  commrni  Idler  was  received  by  the  Commission  on  April  11,  1991,  five  and  one-half 
weeds  beyond  the  March  4ih  close  of  the  comment  period.  No  request  for  an  extension  of  the 
commeni  period  was  made,  nor  were  copies  of  the  comments  provided  lo  the  environmental 
project  managers  or  (he  case  docket  numbers  identified,  as  specified  in  the  instructions  for 
commenting  on  the  DEIS.  Although  we  have  no  obligation  lo  respond  to  comments  received 
beyond  the  commeni  period,  we  have  reviewed  the  comments  provided  by  the  Interior 
Department  but  are  not  preparing  a written  response  on  a comment-by-commeni  basis  as  was 
done  for  timely  comments.  Where  changes  were  warranted  in  the  (ext  of  the  FEIS,  the  staff 
has  done  so  in  order  to  address  the  particular  issue  raised  in  this  commeni  letter.  Many  of  the 
issues  in  this  comment  letter  were  already  raised  by  other  parties  and  responded  to  accordingly 
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The  impacts  of  the  proposed  proiects  on  «vfa*-i..  .. 

designated  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  are  no?  P®^®ntlally 

the  draft  statement.  The  routes  crM«  "dequately  addressed  in 

Scenic  Rivers,  one  river  that  hJs  fo™ 
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This  section  clearly  requires  that  FEPC  fully  consider  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  potential  of  the  Yellowstone  River  and 
the  possible  consequences  of  the  Altamont  pipeline  crossing 
on  the  significant  values  of  the  river. 

C.  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory 

There  are  three  rivers  on  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory 
crossed  by  the  proposed  allgnsents,  the  Sweetwater  River  on 
the  Altamont  route  and  the  Crooked  and  Williamson  Rivers  on 
the  PGT/PG&E  route.  The  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  is  a 
national  listing  of  rivers  which  are  candidates  for  National 
wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  status.  The  inventory  is 
administered  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

Pursuant  to  a 1979  Presidential  Directive,  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  has  published  guidelines  which 
require  that  all  federal  agencies: 

Avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  Nationwide 
Inventory  Rivers;  and  Consult  with  the  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service  (now  the 
National  Park  Service)  in  developing  mitigation  or 
avoidance  plans  for  proposed  projects. 

Neither  of  these  requirements  have  been  fulfilled.  The 
proposed  projects  unquestionably  have  the  potential  for 
direct  and  adverse  effects  on  the  significant  values  of  the 
five  rivers  referenced  above,  and  it  is  essential  that  FERC 
consult  with  the  National  park  Service  on  appropriate 
mitigation  for  these  effects. 

He  do  not  consider  review  of  the  draft  statement  to  be  an 
acceptable  substitute  for  the  consultation  between  FERC  and  the 
bureaus  of  this  Department  as  stated  In  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivera  Act  and  related  CEQ  guidelines.  He  therefore  urge  FERC  to 
initiate  consultation  with  the  appropriate  bureaus  on  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  issues  and  that  additional  environmental  review  and 
licensing  actions  be  delayed  until  such  issues  can  be 
satisfactorily  resolved.  The  results  of  consultation  with  the 
National  Park  Service  should  be  presented  in  the  final  statement. 

National  Trails 

The  Department  supports  the  modifications  to  the  proposed  route 
for  circumventing  the  historically  significant  South  Pass  area  in 
Wyoming.  South  Pass  is  perhaps  the  most  important  landmark  on 
the  entire  2,000  mile  Oregon  Trail.  It  is  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  and  Is  a National  Historic  Landmark, 
in  addition  to  being  a site  along  both  the  Oregon  and  Hormon 
Pioneer  Rational  Historic  Trails.  The  proposal,  without  the 
South  Pass  variations,  has  the  potential  to  impact  the  Oregon  and 
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Mormon  Pioneer  National  Historic  Trails  and  the  proposed 
California  and  Pony  Express  National  Historic  Trails  all  of 
which  pass  through  South  Pass  in  the  sane  general  location  ^ 
Impacts  could  occur  by  degrading  the  visual  quality  of  th2’*r«« 
or  by  actual  physical  damage  to  historic  trail  ruts  or  swJles? 

We  commend  the  authors  of  this  document  for  their  analv«4. 
pages  4M-4  to  4M-7)  of  impacts  and  recommended  mltiaatlon  ' 
measures  relating  to  these  historic  trails.  Althouah  most 
In  the  South  Pass  area  is  administered  by  the  Bureau^of  Land 
Management  our  National  Park  Service,  because  it  has  overSll 

National  Historic  Trails,  requires  more  detailed  and  site- 
specific  project  information  be  provided  in  the  final  statement. 

The  final  statement  should  clearly  indicate  on  maps  the  location 
of  any  national  scenic  and  national  historic  trails  in  th! 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  pipeline  routes. 

Air  Quality 

Maps  for  the  final  statement  should  indicate  more  distinctly  the 
location  of  National  Park  units.  National  Forests,  and  other 
national  and  state  resource  units.  This  is  particularly 
important  from  an  air  quality  perspective,  since  the  two 
pipelines  would  pass  close  to  several  class  I areas  (National 
Park  units  and  National  Forest  wildernesses),  in  fact  nine  of 
■’CT/PGIE  pipeline)  ere 

located  within  100  kilometers  of  class  I areas.  Compressor 
Patk*°Chll.  1«  kllo.etere  eeet  of  Crater  Lake  National 

B^^N«^o:.!  '''  —theaat  ot  Lava 

Second,  because  the  compressor  stations  can  be  major  sources  of 
air  pollution  (that  is,  greater  than  100  tons  per  year  of  a 

the  air  quality  analysis  must  be  expanded 
in  the  final  statement.  It  is  insufficient  to  say  that  all 
detailed  air  quality  issues  will  be  dealt  within  forthcomlnq 
Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  permit 
applications.  The  information  regarding  the  emissions  of  various 
pollutants  from  the  compressor  station  and  their  potential 
adverse  impacts  on  nearby  class  I areas  should  have  been 
Included  in  the  draft  statement  and  discussed  relative  to 
alternative  sites. 

The  one  pollutant  from  operation  of  compressor  stations  that  is 
discussed  in  the  draft  statement  is  nitrogen  oxides.  Several  of 
?*“  compressor  stations  are  said  to  potentially  violate  the 
PSD  Increment  (concentration)  established  for  nitrogen  oxides. 
However,  there  is  no  discussion  for  application  of  Beat  Available 
Control  Technology  (BACT)  in  order  to  meet  the  increment  and  to 
minimlre  the  Impact  on  class  1 areas.  Nitrogen  oxides  are 
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precursors  to  ozone,  a pollutant  which  has  adverse  lapacts  on 
nany  species  of  uepetatlon  that  can  be  found  In  the  clses  I areaa 
near  the  propoaed  pipelines.  These  species  include  blach  oak 
ponderosa  and  Jeffrey  pines,  aspen,  and  Douglas  fir,  among 
tha"Jt  leMt'’S'f  •'•'•••nt  appeared  to  Indicate 

nnJ^  t ' stations  would  generate 

more  than  200  tons  per  year  of  nitrogen  owides.  Thua?  theae 
malor  sources  have  the  potential  of  contributing  to  significant 
«l«l™°n,°'°"‘  *1;  ■•'’1'  resource  unltS  and  ewacerbatlng 

particular)  1"  • number  of  areas  (California  In 

•••»  converted  to  nitrate. 

; Pjytlclea  which  absorb  light  and  thus  causa 

‘"e  Federal  Land 
«>•  Assistant  secretary  for 

rish  «nd  Hlldllfe  and  Parks)  and  tha  class  I area  oansqsr 
!!ribUirj"S'3'’nJ"  affirmative  reaponalblllty  to  protLt 
visibility  and  other  air  quality  related  values  in  class  1 areas 
The  Act  also  established  aa  a national  goal  the  prevention  Sf 
lapalrwent  and  resedying  existing  visibility 
areas.  The  final  stateeent  should  contain 
existing  or  potential  lapacts  on 
i"  the  several  class  I areas  which  are  located  near 
the  propoaed  pipelines  and  their  coapressor  stations. 

■^‘•ture  and  fall  to  earth  aa 

nitric  acid  (acid  precipitation)  or  be  deposited  on  vegetation 
thereby  affecting  sensitive  aquatic 
or  terrestrial  ecoaysteas.  Eleaental  nitrogen  can  also  be 

in  •oil  and  change  its  coaposition  (act  aa  a 
fertilizer),  changing  the  growth  patterns  of  various  vegetation. 

The  final  statasent  should  contain  detailed  inforsation  on  the 
•Averse  ispacts  to  class  I areas  fro»  nitrogen  oxides 
«=o"Pr*a«or  stations  as  well  as  appropriate 
■Itlgatlon  aeaaures  to  lislt  eslsalons  of  those  pollutants. 


1?*  concerned  about  lapacts  froa  developaent  of  the  pipelines 
^ under  the  Jurisdiction  of  our  National  Park 

service.  The  proposed  project  would  be  about  B-l/a  ailes  froa 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Crater  Lake  National  Park.  The  following 
issues  auat  be  addressed  in  detail  in  the  final  stateaont. 

We  have  concerns  about  potential  lapacts  to  water  quality  in  the 
park.  Special  congressional  legislation  (P.L.  97-2S0)  was  passed 
in  1982  because  of  concern  for  tha  lake's  water  quality  and 
clarity.  The  legislation  directed  tha  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  protect  Crater  Lake  and  take  actions  to  ensure  its  pristine 
water  quality. 
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HistoricaUy,  th.  alrahad  of  Cratar  Laka  National  Park  haa  bean 
considered  by  researchers  to  be  the  cleanest  In  the  United 
States,  with  the  lowest  concentration  of  nitrates  The 
substantial  amounts  of  nitrogen  oxides,  approximately  loo  tons  or 
more  yearly,  released  by  a compressor  station  could  convert  to 
nitrates  that,  under  certain  wind  conditions,  would  drift  and 
fallout  over  Crater  Laka.  The  natural  state  of  the  lake  to  ho 
nitrogen  deficient  and  biologically  unproductive  or 
oligotrophlc.  The  addition  of  nitrate  would  serve  as  a nutrient 
In  the  lake  for  phytoplankton,  causing  the  populations  to  bloJm 
causing  a concomitant  decrease  In  water  clarity.  ' 

»>><»■<;  t"”  .en.ltlv.  apacles  that  occur 
Within  the  park.  In  a fisheries  survey  conducted  in  1989  a 
remnant  population  of  Bull  Trout  (Salvellnue  sjfinnuantus) 'was 
found  In  a park  stream  with  about  130  lndlviduaU7  This  soede 
category  2 candidate  species  under  the  Endangered  Species 
from  the  deposition  of  converted 
air  pollution  constituents  could  seriously  affect  this  small 
population  since  trout  are  particularly  susceptible  to  minor 
changes  In  pH  and  other  water  quality  parameters. 

Pollutant  deposition  can  also  impact  soils  and  vegetation.  The 
Oregon  Grapefern  (fiairyshiua  oualcolat  occurs  on  the  crater  Lake 
caldera  and  Is  listed  in  Oregon  as  a rare  species.  Since 
nitrogen  oxide  Is  a precursor  to  orone,  this  plant,  as  well  as 
other  vegetation,  could  be  Impacted. 

other  Icpact.  to  uilaUfe  need  to  be  fully  evaluated,  eapeclallv 
relative  to  cumulative  impacts  from  this  project  and  others  in 
the  vicinity.  For  instance,  the  pipeline  project  is  located  in 
of  th^pwk’^  *“  "antelope  desert-,  immediately  to  the  east 

Pronghorn  Antelope  are  known  to  migrate  over  fifty  miles  from  the 
Fort  Rock  winter  range  to  the  southwest  and  into  Crater  Lake 

Desert  Creek  and  Pumice  Desert. 

The  FERC  should  evaluate  the  impacts  to  ungulate  migration  and 
overall  population  viability  from  construction,  noise,  and  other 
project-related  activities  of  this  project,  as  well  as  from 
cumulative  project  development  in  the  area. 

Although  not  yet  designated  as  wilderness,  crater  Lake  has  been 
studied  and  found  to  be  suitable.  It  is  National  Park  Service 
policy  to  treat  such  areas  as  wilderness  so  that  suitability  is 
maintained  until  a legislative  process  is  completed. 

Noise  from  the  compressor  station  may  intrude  into  visiter 
experience  that  has  Included  the  wilderness  attributes  of  silence 
and  solitude,  it  la  National  Park  policy  to  preserve  natural 
^iet  and  natural  sounds  associated  with  the  physical  and 
biological  resources  of  the  national  parks.  The  levels  of  noise 
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generated  end  Impact  within  Important  pointe  of  the  park, 
especially  proposed  wilderness,  must  be  evaluated  in  the* final 


The  highest  point  In  the  park,  Mt.  Scott,  Is  8,900  ASL.  Over 
3,000  visitors  climb  to  the  top  every  summer  to  enjoy  the  vlsti 
and  mountain  experience.  The  views  from  Mt.  Scott  include  a 
direct  line  of  sight  over  the  entire  pipeline  project  area 
Visual  Intrusion  Into  the  national  park,  therefore,  must  be 
evaluated  In  the  final  statement. 


CntBV  Lake  National  Park  Is  one  of  the  few  park  areas  In  which 
Congress  has  specifically  recognised  the  importance  of  the  area 
to  science  and  research  eepeclally  because  of  its  pristine 
environment  (32  Stat.  202).  Because  of  its  pristine  environment, 
there  has  been  an  intensive  effort  to  collect  baseline  data  at  a 
variety  of  levels,  that  has  also  Included  work  by  the 
international  community.  The  maintenance  of  this  area  In  a 
pristine  state  will  help  to  establish  Important  benchmarks  In 
environmental  monitoring,  and  against  which  global  changes  can  be 
assessed.  The  National  Park  Service,  the  State  of  Oregon,  the 
Nation  and  the  global  scientific  community  benefit  from  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  park.  The  final  statement  should 
assess  any  potential  Impacts  to  the  scientific  values  of  the 
park,  as  well  as  the  potential  for  Invalidation  or  disruption  of 
long-term  ecological  studies. 


Lands  Mminlate red  bv  our  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

We  request  the  parties  Involved  In  construction  of  the  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  Company/Altamont  Gas  Transmission  Company 
pipelines  coordinate  with  appropriate  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
(Reclamation)  offices  when  crossing  Reclamation-administered 
lands.  Separate  crossing  agreements,  other  permits,  and 
additional  site-spaelf le  environmental  evaluation  may  be 
required. 


For  your  information,  a portion  of  the  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
Company  route  (In  the  vicinity  of  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon)  Is 
located  In  Reclamation's  Mld-Paelflc  Region,  headquartered  In 
Sacramento,  California.  The  major  portion  of  the  Altamont 
/??!•*  within  Reclamation's  Great  Plains  Region 

(Billings,  Hontana) . The  southwestern  corner  of  Nyemlng  Is  In 
our  Upper  Colorado  Region  (Salt  Lake  City,  Utah). 
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In  regard  to  cultural  resourcea  addressed  on  page  4H-5,  paragraph 
1,  and  page  6-41,  Items  67  and  68,  Reclamation  reserves  the  right 
to  make  determinations  of  eligibility  for  cultural  resource  sites 
on  Reclamation  lands.  This  requirement  will  be  listed  as  a 
special  stipulation  on  any  permits  Issued  by  ths  Bureau  of  Land 
Kanagement  for  this  project. 


Specific  comments  on  the  draft  statement  are  enclosed. 
We  hope  these  comments  will  be  helpful  to  you. 

Sincerely, 


/j'ZX"-  ‘ ' 


Jonathan  P. 

Dltector 

Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 


Enclosure 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Eaqtti  1-17  and  1-ie  table  permit,  approval,  and  coHsm.TtTTnM 

REQUIRDIPITS  FOR  THE  PGT  AMD  ALTi^QNT  PROJECTS?  ^VOPWLiftliVn 


Infomatlon  about  our  bureaus  should  be  changed  under  the  aaencv 
heading  as  follows: 


U.S.  Departnent  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Hanagenent 
U.S.  Oepartaent  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Raclaaatlon 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Nildllfe  Service 

For  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Information  listed  should  be 
revised.  Permit/Authority  should  be  revised  to  state  "Review 
authority  in  consultation  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
an  applicant."  Likewise,  the  Information  provided  under  Agency 
Action  should  be  revised  to  state  "Review  construction,  land  use, 
and  rehabilitation  plans.  Provides  mitigation  measures  and 
stipulations  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  be  included  in 
the  permit.  Conduct  onsite  Inspection  prior  to  construction." 

Idaho  Portign  of  the  Proposed  pgt  Pipeline  Project 

Pagaa  3r;._izi^ — Affected  Environment:  Fieherlee.  Fishery 
resources  In  Idaho  would  be  affected  by  proposed  construction 
activities  and  crossings  of  the  PGT  pipeline  project.  The  Moyle 
**^''*f  reach  (affected  by  eight  pipeline  crossings)  may  support 
bull  trout  (SalvelinuB  confluentuei . a Federal  candidate  2 
species,  which  may  occur  in  the  Moyle  River.  Rearing  habitats 
would  be  impacted  at  all  stream  crossing  locations. 

Paga  48;  6. — Environmental  Coneeauenceei  Solle.  only  certified 
clean  seed  should  be  used  for  reseeding  to  assure  that  non-native 
invasive  species  are  precluded  from  seed  mixes.  We  recommend 
using  seed  sixes  that  would  enhance  or  restore  wildlife  forage. 

Paga  M 1-I5j Hvdroloav  and  Water  Quality.  The  proposed  PGT 

pipeline  would  involve  16  watercourse  crossings  in  Idaho,  8 of 
these  crossings  would  cross  the  Moyle  River.  The  Hoyle  River  and 
affected  tributariee  have  been  classified  as  Special  Resource 
waters  by  the  State  of  Idaho  (IDAPA  16.01.2102  1989).  These 
are  waters  that  "...  posaasa  outstanding  recreational  qualities 
..."  and  ".  . . protection  of  the  quality  of  the  water  is 
necessary  to  maintain  an  existing,  but  jeopardised  beneficial 
use."  We  concur  with  conclusions  in  the  draft  statement  that 
"construction  along  the  proposed  route  would  result  in 
significant  cumulative  impact  on  water  quality  of  the  Hoyle 
hiver.  . ."  (page  4C:  13).  To  nlnlalie  the  problems  associated 
with  long-term  erosion  in  the  Hoyle  River  and  Bussard  Creek  and 
to  protect  Ceeolalla  Creek,  which  as  indicated,  has  been 
determined  to  be  a critical  drainage  by  our  Service,  FCRC  should 
retain  the  right  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Shoreline 
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Management  Plan  for  Bonner  Countv  orlor  t-n 

cocolaila  creek  pipeline  croseing/  FERC 

l»pl.n.nt  .n  alt.rS.llv,  of 

unneceaeary  atrean  crosalnga.  All  fill-  h«i««  « 

water  mark  or  In  wetlande  require  a SecMon  in.^^f^"**’^ 

permit.  Separate  evaluation  and  revf«u  Clean  Water  Act 

wiro,' 

pfScis".;,  'confnnS/rs  !;ppiJ3?«“-“inro«u:2d"}“’;“°" 

P^CkSsSI^^ 

=“:■«  r “s 

K~i;.:::!;-.::;  ™s';.s;.:“  "“■“■•  •.•s:-,:rt.... 

mmummm; 

ssiiiiiPSL 

f3Sf33i3\3'our3:t“":p*”;?  “‘fS  p‘»"‘  "P*'*”  1- 

sctlvlties  Th.  t.il  •norellno  looaea  from  cointructlon 

iti.a.  Tha  uaa  of  lar,.  rip-rap  to  atablllra  baoka  would  ba 
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the  least  preferred  alternative  and  should  be  avoided.  Rip-rap 
would  reduce  the  diversity  of  shoreline  cover  and  habitats. 
Disturbance  and  loss  of  Instrean  cover  should  be  avoided. 
Olsplacenent  of  boulders  and  large  woody  debris  would  require 
In-kind  replacenent  in  nearby  reaches  that  exhibit  slnllar  flow 
and  hydraulic  conditions. 

Fish  that  reside  In  the  vicinity  of  streaa  crossings  where 
bedrock  nay  be  blasted  would  need  additional  protective  neasures 
to  prevent  nortallty  fron  acoustic  shock.  Ha  recoanend  that  an 
effective  mortality  radius  or  zone  be  established  at  each 
blasting  location  and  that  all  fish  be  removed  manually  from  this 
zone  prior  to  detonation.  Methods  for  documenting  fish  mortality 
from  blasting  and  mitigation  measures  should  bo  conditions  of 
performance  prior  to  project  certification. 

Our  Service  concurs  with  the  recommended  Spill  Prevention, 
Containment,  and  control  Plan  (Spill  Plan)  which  would  prevent 
toxic  spills  and  provide  for  the  Immediate  response  and  cleanup 
of  accidental  leaks  and  spills.  The  Spill  Plan  should  be  a 
required  condition  of  performance. 

Appendix  C-3!  Stream  and  Wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation 

Procedures;  In  general,  the  measures  outlined  In  the  Stream  and 

wetland  Construction  and  Mitigation  Procedures  should  provide 
protection  for  streams  and  wetland  areas  Impacted  by  the  PGT 
pipeline  project.  After  reviewing  the  proposed  procedures,  the 
following  minor  changes  and  additions  which  are  listed  in  Table 
1.  of  the  Appendix  are  recommended. 

FERC's  recommended  mitigation  measures  should  be  included  as 
■specific  conditions’  prior  to  any  Issuance  of  certificates  for 
construction  and/or  operation  of  the  proposed  pipelines. 

Specific  condition  mitigation  measures  should  Include  measures: 
1-18,  25,  26,  33,  and  41  (Chapter  6:  conclusions  and 
Recommendations) . 

California  Portion  of  the  PGT  Pipeline  Prolsct 

The  California  portion  of  the  POT  pipeline  consists  of 
constructing  an  additional  36-lnch-dlameter  pipeline  adjacent  to 
the  existing  PGT  natural  gas  plpellns,  extending  for  415  miles 
from  the  Oregon  State  border  near  Malln  to  Panoche  Station  in  the 
San  Joaquin  valley. 

Fishery  Reaoureea;  On  streams  where  anadroaous  fish,  including 
Chinook  salmon,  steelhead  trout,  and  American  shad,  and  resident 
sport  fish  are  at  or  downstraam  from  proposed  project  activities, 
•ite-apecif Ic  measures  should  be  taken  to  avoid  any  habitat 
disturbance.  This  is  especially  critical  during  life  stages  such 
as  spawning,  egg  incubation,  and  early  juvenile  rearing.  These 
measures  include  procedures  and  precautions  to  prevent 
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unfavorsbl#  water  turbidity  or  entry  of  sedloenta,  toxic 
materials,  or  other  contaminants  Into  the  stream  channel. 
Waterways  which  may  be  Impacted  and  are  of  particular  concern  are 
listed  In  Table  2 of  the  Appendix. 

Many  of  the  stream  crossings  may  Involve  impacts  on  resident  and 
Introduced  game  and  non-game  fish.  Site  specific  comprehensive 
erosion  control  measures  should  be  included  to  avoid  loss  of 
riparian  vegetation  and  stream  sedimentation. 

Wetlands  and  Migratory  Waterfowl  Habitat;  The  impacts.  If  any, 
of  project  construction  and  operation  on  wetlands  and  migratory 
waterfowl  should  be  evaluated.  Mitigation  plans  for  adverse 
project  impacts  on  wetlands  and  waterfowl  resting,  feeding,  and 
nesting  habitat  should  be  developed.  In  general,  these  habitats 
are  of  high  value  and  are  becoming  scarce  throughout  the  State. 
Our  Service's  mitigation  goal  Is  to  ensure  that  no  net  loss  of 
in-klnd  habitat  value  would  occur. 

Other  Wildlife  Habitat:  Wildlife  habitat  lost  as  a result  of 
ground-disturbing  activities  should  also  be  quantified.  As  the 
Service's  mitigation  goal  Is  to  ensure  no  net  loss  of  habitat 
value  while  minimizing  less  of  In-kind  habitat  value,  appropriate 
compensation  measures  should  be  proposed  for  loss  of  wildlife 
habitat.  A revegetatlon  and  maintenance  plan  should  be  developed 
and  presented  In  the  final  statement  that  evaluates  the  potential 
of  planting  species  favorable  for  wildlife  cover  and  food,  and 
managing  the  pipeline  right-of-way  lands  to  Improve  wildlife 
values  (such  as  maintaining  vegetative  cover  and  limiting 
herbicide  spraying  and  vehicular  access) . 

Pace  2-22?  Our  Service  concurs  with  the  PGT  preferred  route. 
Alternative  C,  which  would  avoid  the  Jepson  Prairie  Preserve 
property. 


Tehama-Colusa  Creek  should  be  changed  to 

Tehaea-Colusa  Canal.  We  concur  with  the  aerial  crossing  proposed 
for  Battle  Creek.  This  measure  would  protect  the  most  important 
salmon  spawning  tributary  to  the  upper  Sacramento  River. 

Specific  previsions  for  crossing  the  Coleman  Canal  should  be 
included  because  the  canal  is  a primary  water  supply  conduit  to 
the  Service's  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery. 

Page  3E-16  Table  3E-J!  Because  the  vernal  pool  fairy  shrimp 
(Branchinecta_lvnchll . Callforn^  linderlalla  (LinderieUa 
Qccidentallst . Conservancy  fairy  shrimp  (Branehinecta 
conservationl , and  longhorn  fairy  shrimp  ^Branehinecta 
lonoiantennai  are  recommended  by  the  Service  for  Category  1 
candidate  status,  they  should  be  added  to  Table  3E-3.  They 
should  also  be  Included  in  surveys  being  conducted  for 
preparation  of  the  biological  assessment. 
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Paqt  <r-7 California  - PCT  Non^urladlctional  Facliitl^a 

cravf iah;  Th«  notation  that  Shasta  crayfish  are  only  associated 

with  rubble  substrate  la  net  accurate.  Shasta  crayfish,  which 
have  been  found  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Fall  River 
crosslnq,  are  now  known  to  Inhabit  soft  bottom,  vegetated  aquatic 
areas  on  at  least  temporary  or  seasonal  basis.  This  species 
population  continues  to  decline  and  the  currant  recovery 
potential  is  low.  since  PGT  is  planning  to  continue  surveys  in 
the  area,  the  final  statement  should  include  this  correction. 

Page  <r-S.  winter-run  Chinook  Salmon;  This  species  is  no  longer 
emergency-listed  under  the  Federal  Endangered  Species  Act.  The 
winter-run  salmon  was  formally  listed  as  threatened  effective 
November  30,  1990  (SO  CFR  Part  227,  Federal  Register  Vol.  SS,  No. 
214,  November  5,  1990). 

The  crossing  with  the  most  potential  impact  on  the  Sacramento 
River  is  located  just  downstream  from  the  Red  Bluff  Diversion 
Dam.  This  site  is  in  a major  migration  corridor  and  provides 
spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  anadromous  fish,  including 
Chinook  saloon,  steelhead  trout,  and  American  shad.  As  the 
federally  listed  (threatened)  and  State  listed  (endangered), 
winter-run  salmon  also  occur  at  this  site,  wo  recommend 
consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Came  regarding  potential 
impacts  and  loss-avoidance  measures.  Although  most  winter-run 
salmon  spawn  upstream  from  the  proposed  pipeline  crossing, 
construction  work  nay  adversely  disrupt  migratory  and  juvenile 
rearing  conditions.  During  periods  when  the  Red  Bluff  Diversion 
Dam  gates  are  closed  and  Sacramento  River  flows  are  high,  winter- 
run  salmon  nay  spawn  downstream  from  the  dan  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  crossing.  Therefore,  the  proper  time  period  for  in- 
rlver  construction  work  must  be  identified,  approved  and 
presented  in  the  final  statement. 

A significant  proportion  of  the  winter  chinook  salmon  run  nay  be 
expected  to  pass  the  proposed  construction  site  during  ths  month 
of  April.  Major  river  channel  work  at  that  time  way  disrupt 
their  migration  pattern  and  nay  force  many  salmon  to  spawn 
downstream  where  water  temperatures  may  be  lethal  to  incubating 
salmon  eggs.  In  addition,  very  large  numbers  of  fall-run  Chinook 
salmon  nay  pass  the  project  site  in  October  when  river  channel 
work  would  have  effects  similar  to  those  described  above. 
Accordingly,  in-river  construction  work  should  be  confined  to  the 
Hay  1 to  October  1 period.  , 

Page  E-I-3  4 4 Appendix  E-1.  Special  Status  Plants  That  Kav 

Occur  Along  the  PCT  Routes  The  California  jewelflower 
fcauimnthue  ealifornicusi  and  San  Joaquin  wooly-thrsads 
(LemSertia  eonodoniit  were  federally  listed  as  endangered  on  July 
19,  1990.  The  Hoover's  wooly-star  tErtaatrum  hoover ll  was  listed 
as  threatened  on  this  date.  Because  some  tine  has  elapsed  since 
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FERC's  Initial  request  for  a species  list,  we  reconunend  that  FERC 
request  an  update  to  that  list  to  ensure  appropriate 
consideration  of  listed  and  proposed  species  in  the  biological 
assessment  under  preparation. 

Wvoalna  Portion  of  Altaaont  Pipeline  Project 

Altaaont  proposes  to  locate,  construct,  and  operate  a 30  inch 
dlaaeter  pipeline  froa  Wild  Horae,  Alberta,  Canada  through 
Montana  to  Opal,  Wyoming.  The  proposed  pipeline  would  deliver 
700KMcf/d  of  natural  gas  to  facilities  operated  by  Kern  River  Gas 
Transaisaion  Company  which  already  has  a FERC  certificate  to 
construct  and  operate  a pipeline  to  southern  California. 

NQNGAME  BIRDS 

Pages  <£-62  and  6-31;  FERC  requires  the  permit  applicants  to 
conduct  raptor  surveys  prior  to  conatructlon,  realign  the  route 
to  avoid  destruction  of  active  nests,  and  not  construct  within 
0.5  Biles  of  an  active  raptor  nest  during  the  raptors  breeding 
and  nesting  season.  Taking  of  any  nests,  including  inactive 
nests,  is  Illegal  without  a Federal  permit.  Because  the  saall 
scale  of  the  aaps  prevent  the  Service  froa  identifying  potential 
conflicts  with  known  raptor  nests,  large  scale  aaps  should  be 
Included  in  the  final  stateaent. 

Page  4E-62  and  Tables  3E-5  and  4E-1H  Soae  errors  in  the 
discussion  section  and  the  list  of  threatened  and  endangered 
candidate  species  were  found  which  need  to  be  corrected  as 
follows: 

a)  The  long-billed  curlew  needs  to  be  Included.  It  is  a 
candidate  species  and  a Priority  Species  in  need  of 
special  aanageaent.  Curlews  nest  throughout  Wyoaing, 
but  the  Altaaont  route  does  not  pass  through  any  known 
concentrations. 

b)  The  ferruginous  hawk  is  also  a species  of  concern  in 
Wyoaing  (Nengaaa  Bird  and  Haaaal  Strategic  Plan) . 

c)  The  whooping  crane,  which  suaaers  in  Wyoaing,  is  not 
found  on  any  sites  along  the  proposed  route.  However, 
they  occur  regularly  in  aigratlon  along  the  route  at 
Parson  and  occasionally  along  the  Haa's  Fork  naar  Opal. 

d)  There  was  an  active  baid  eagle  nest  in  1990  near  the 
pipeline  routs  where  it  passes  the  north  end  of 
Seedskadee  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  pair  aay 
return  and  nest  in  the  saae  location  or  nearby. 
Seedskadee  National  Wildlife  Refuge  personnel  and  the 
Service's  Cheyenne  Field  Station  should  be  contacted 
prior  to  construction  regarding  this  nesting  site. 


e)  Mountain  plovers  neat  throughout  Wyonlng  and  not  lust 
In  southern  Wyonlng. 

f)  Th.  refer.nc.  ..d.  to  a 1977  Hyonlng  D.pattoent  of  daoa 
and  Fish  publication  la  preaunably  the  "Current  Status 
and  Inventory  of  Wildlife  In  Wyonlng".  This 
publication  is  outdated  and  has  been  replaced  by  the 
Wongane  Bird  and  Manual  Strategic  Plan  (1987)  as  the 
appropriate  source  for  a list  of  species  of  concern 
Additional  bird  species  which  nay  occur  along  the 
pipeline  route  Include  the  white  pelican,  black-crowned 
night-heron,  snowy  egret,  trunpeter  swan,  nerlln,  and 
great  blue  heron.  The  Service  nay  have  conducted 
raptor  surveys  where  the  pipeline  nay  cross  crucial 
nesting  habitat  for  the  nerlln.  No  trees  with  nagple 
nests  should  be  cut  along  the  Green  River,  and  tree- 
cutting  should  be  avoided  as  nuch  as  possible.  The 
restrictions  for  raptors  should  also  be  applied  for 
great  blue  herons.  The  only  known  colony  near  the 
pipeline  route  Is  In  the  NESB  Sec.  25,  T21H  R114W. 

g)  The  peregrine  falcon  is  not  a winter  nlgrant  but  do 
nlgrate  through  the  state  In  the  spring  and  fall. 

NONGAME  MAMMALS 

and  31;  The  list  of  threatened  and  endangered  species 
for  Wyonlng  should  Include  the  spotted  bat. 

Page  4E-53  through  6l!  For  conpleteness,  these  sections  should 
Include  the  spotted  bat  and  Preble's  shrew  (Federal).  The  table 
should  be  revised  to  list  Wyonlng  Gane  and  Fish  Departnent 
Priority  Species  which  nay  be  Inpacted.  In  addition  to  the 
spotted  bat,  these  Include  dwarf  shrew,  Nerrlan's  shrew,  Yuna 
Hyotls,  California  nyotls,  rad  bat,  hoary  bat,  Townsend's  big- 
eared  bat,  pallid  bat,  and  Great  Basin  pocket  nouse.  The  1977 
Gane  and  Fish  Departnent  publication  entitled  Current  Statue  and 
invantorv  of  wildlife  in  Nvonlng  Is  outdated  and  not  suitable  for 
reference  In  relation  to  the  status  and  distribution  of  nongane 
nannals  In  Wyonlng.  The  1987  Nongane  Bird  and  Mannal  Strategic 
Plan  and  the  1981  Wyonlng  Mannal  Atlas  (draft)  are  the 
appropriate  current  sources.  We  request  that  the  Service  and  the 
wyonlng  Gane  and  Fish  Departnent  be  provided  with  naps  (li24,000 
scale)  of  prairie  dog  town  locations  Identified  on 

this  project. 
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App«ndlx 


Tabl«  1.  Hiner  changes  and  additions  rscomnendsd  for  protecting 
streams  and  wetland  areas  in  Northsrn  Idaho. 

1.  perennial  Stream  Crossings 


C.  Tine  Window  for  Construction 

The  June  1 through  Septeober  30  tine  window  should 
provide  adequate  protection  for  spawning  fish  and 
incubating  eggs  in  most  instances,  though  there 
nay  be  species-specific  spawning  periods  unique  to 
a geographic  locality.  The  following  language 
should  be  included: 

3.  Notify  the  appropriate  agency,  prior  to 
construction,  for  review  to  docusent  streaa 
specific  tlning  and  presence  of  spawning  fish  and 
incubating  eggs.  Oecueentatlon  will  be  provided 
that  delineates  these  tlnings  and  that  project 
construction  will  not  affect  these  resources. 

H.  Post  Project  Water  Quality  Honitoring  (new 
measure) . 

"1.  A systenatlc,  periodic  progran  to  nonitor 
water  quality  downstrean  of  inpacted  crossings 
will  be  inplenented  concurrent  with  construction. 
Changes  in  ssdimentation,  turbidity,  and  cobble 
amor  shall  be  monitored  for  a period  of  3 years 
and  Bonltoring  reports  shall  be  provided  annually 
to  regulating  agencies.  If  these  reports  indicate 
possible  problens,  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  initiated  and  efforts 
will  be  made  to  sitlgate  for  these  added  lopacts." 


Table  2.  Potentially  impact  waterways  of  particular  concern  to 
the  Service  include: 


Loop  No.  Waterway 


Special  concerns 


Old  Cow  Creek 


Pall  River 
Lake  Britton 


Resident  trout 
Warn  water  sport  fish; 
non-game  forage  fish  for 
bald  eagles;  resident 
trout  dotmstream  from  Pit 
3 Dam  (Lake  Britton) . 
Steelhead  trout 
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South  Cow  Creak  steelhead  trout 

North  t South  Fork  steelheed  trout 

Bear  Creek 

Battle  creek  Chinook  saloon, 

steelhead  trout,  resident 
rainbow  trout, 

coleoan  Na*^lQnsl  Fish  HatChSCY 

water  supply 

Chinook  saloon,  steelhead 
trout 

Chinook  Saloon 
(especially  the  listed 
winter-run) , steelhead 
trout,  Aoerlcan  shad. 

Teh»»«-coiu««  Tfllmt-Mlinn  nan  faclliu 

saloon  spawning  channels. 
Occasional  saloon, 
steelhead 
Occasional  saloon, 
steelhead  and  waro 
water  sport  flah 
(catfish,  bass) 

10  Cache  Creek  Saoe  as  a^vs 

Putah  Creek  Saoe  as  above 

11  Lower  Sacraoento  San  Joaquin  River  Delta 

Anadrooous  habitats 

(striped  bass,  Aaerlesn 
shad,  Chinook  saloon) . 


Thooes  Creek 
Stony  Creek 


9 Paynes  Creek 

Sacraoento  River 
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March  14.  1991 

Lois  Cashell,  Secretary 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  CommiBsli 
825  North  Capitol  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC  20426 
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DErARTNIfNI  OI 


RE:  PGT/PGtE  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Project  DEIS 


Dear  Ms.  Lois  Cashell: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  PGT/PG6E  and 
Altamont  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Projects.  our  district 
fish  and  wildlife  biologists  and  myself  have  been  in 
contact  with  biologists  from  PGT  over  the  last  several 
years.  Some  of  our  comments  below  reflect  previous 
conversations  with  PGT  staff. 


Specific  Comments 

We  are  concerned  that  there  are  discrepancies  between 
the  construction  schedule  described  In  the  DEIS  and  the 
schedule  described  by  PGT  biologists.  This  concern  is 
reflected  in  comments  2,  9 10,  and  11  below. 

1.  Page  1-20.  The  agency  name  needs  to  be  changed  to 
Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  not  Oregon  Came 
Commission. 


LC-2 


2.  Page  2-40,  Table  2-8.  The  DEIS  indicates  that  the 
construction  phase  will  occur  in  the  Bend  area  between 
April  and  October  1993.  PGT  biologists  however,  have 
Indicated  that  work  would  occur  in  the  area  possibly  as 
early  as  late  February/early  March.  The  pipe  would  be 
laid  during  early  June  and  all  ground  work  would  be 
finished  by  mid-August.  Because  of  this  schedule,  the 
Department  was  concerned  that  there  would  be  an  open 
trench  lying  in  the  path  of  antelope  dispersing  from 
their  wintering  areas.  As  a result,  our  biologists 
recommended  that  the  same  mitigation  measures  developed 
for  minimizing  wildlife  impacts  in  the  Bend  area  be 
used  in  the  Prinevllle  district  (see  comment  9). 


2fi0t  SW  FinI  Avenue 
rOBotW 
Pmltnnd,  OR  97207 
(Wh  229  SJOO 


(Oregon  Department  of  Fkh  and  WHdllfc) 


Please  see  response  to  comment  LC- 1 . 
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If  work  does  not  begin  until  April  as  stated  in  the 
DEIS,  antelope  migration  would  be  less  of  a concern  for 
the  Department. 

3.  Page  3E-14.  It  la  unlikely  that  California 
wolverine  are  found  along  the  pipeline  in  Deschutes 
County  as  it  is  too  well  developed. 

4.  Page  3E-19.  The  O'Neil  to  Bend  Airport  section  of 
the  pipeline  is  not  deer  winter  range,  but  year-round 
range. 

5.  Page  3E-20.  The  comment  (several  narrow  corridors) 
designation  for  deer  migration  is  not  correct.  Deer 
migrate  along  the  entire  pipeline  route  from  Lava  Butte 
to  Gilchrist,  however,  within  this  migration  corridor 
several  areas  are  used  more  than  others. 

6.  Page  4E-7.  The  vegetative  clearing  of  the  right- 
of-way  will  encourage  vehicular  uses  along  the 
corridor.  He  support  any  method  to  reduce  the 
unauthorized  uses  by  ORVs  etc.  These  uses  cause 
harassment,  illegal  kills,  etc.,  to  wildlife. 

7.  Page  4E-33.  The  DEIS  states  that  known  and 
potential  bat  habitat  will  be  surveyed  by  PGT  using  a 
qualified  bat  biologist  prior  to  construction.  The 
document  does  not  specify  what  measures  will  be  taken 
if  bats  are  discovered.  The  Department  would  prefer 
that  the  alignment  be  re-routed  if  bats  are  found. 

There  is  no  recommended  construction  timing  for 
Townsend's  Bats  in  the  DEIS.  The  Department  requests 
that  construction  adjacent  to  bat  habitat  avoid  the 
hibernating  and  nesting  seasons.  The  best  time  for 
construction  would  be  between  the  hibernation  and 
nesting  seasons  or  just  after  the  nesting  season.  The 
nesting  period  is  between  Hay  and  September  7. 
Hibernation  should  be  complete  by  early  April. 

8.  Page  4E-36.  The  DEIS  states  that  construction  of 
the  John  Day  Variation  on  the  ridge  above  Thlrtymlle 
Creek  would  have  less  than  significant  effects  on 
California  Bighorn  sheep  because  the  loss  of  vegetation 
would  be  short-term  and  the  amount  of  forage  lost  would 
be  small  relative  to  the  total  available  forage  in  the 
area.  However,  the  Department  has  serious  concerns 
relative  to  effects  of  the  John  Day  variation  route. 
As  the  DEIS  indicates,  the  Department  released  bighorn 
sheep  in  this  location  in  January  of  1989.  In  both 
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March  and  June,  the  Department  found  one  of  the  two 
groups  of  sheep  In  the  area  proposed  for  the  new 
alignment.  The  area  Is  used  for  lambing  by  the  bighorn 
sheep.  The  Department  at  a minimum  supports  the 
recommendation  in  the  DEIS  to  avoid  construction  in  the 
area  during  the  bighorn  sheep  lambing  season. 

9.  Page  4E-41,  last  paragraph.  Communication  between 
PGT  biologists  and  our  district  biologists  has 
indicated  that  construction  will  occur  during  the  deer 
migration  period.  Attached  Is  a copy  of  the  PGT-PG4E 
Proposed  Construction  Work  Plan  Deer  Migration 
Corridors.  The  only  agreed-upon  change  to  this  work 
plan  is  to  allow  an  earlier  daily  start-up  time  for 
workers.  In  addition,  if  the  earthen-covered  plugs  are 
too  far  apart  they  may  have  to  be  placed  closer  than 
the  400  yards  indicated  in  the  DEIS. 

10.  Page  4E-43.  We  support  the  FERC  recommendation 
that  no  construction  occur  In  the  pronghorn  migration 
corridors  between  March  and  April  to  minimize  Impacts. 

However,  PGT  has  indicated  that  construction  would  be 
starting  earlier  than  these  dates. 

11.  Page  6-33,  /3l.  We  support  the  FERC  recommendation 
that  no  construction  shall  occur  within  the  Rlmrock 
Springs  WMA  pronghorn  migration  corridor  during  the 
pronghorn  migration  season.  However  again,  this  timing 
conflicts  with  PGT's  projected  timing.  If  construction 
does  occur  during  the  migration  period,  the  mitigation 
measures  outlined  for  minimizing  migration  impacts  in 
the  Bend  district  will  need  to  be  a requirement  for 
construction  to  proceed. 

12.  Page  E-2-3.  Paulina  Creek  near  Milepost  480  is 
not  mentioned  in  Appendix  E-2. 

13.  Hap  Notebook.  Hap  10  of  21.  Milepost  458  to  465 
is  Mule  Deer  Winter  Range  rather  than  Transition  Range. 

14.  Sensitive  Species.  As  a final  note,  the  FEIS 
should  address  the  state  of  Oregon's  sensitive  species 
list  (attached)  in  addition  to  Natural  Heritage  data. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
proposal.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  If  you 
any  questions  regarding  our  comments. 


the 


Sincerely, 

t O {j — ■ 

Patricia  Snow 

Waterway  Alterations  Coordinator 
Habitat  Conservation  Division 


Attachments 


c Bob  Krein,  OOFW 
Steve  Roberts,  PCT 
Errol  Claire,  ODFW 
Jill  Zarnowltz,  ODFM 
Jin  Phelps,  Don  wilt;  ODFH 
Ralph  Opp,  John  Fortune;  ODFH 
Jim  Torland,  Steve  Prlbyl,  ODFW 
Greg  Concannon,  Amy  Stuart;  ODFH 
Norm  Behrens,  Ted  Fles,  Chris  Carey;  ODFH 
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